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. INTRODUCTION

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531-1544), as amended, establishes a
national program for conserving threatened and endangered species of fish, wildlife, plants, and the
habitat on which they depend. Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires Federd agencies to consult with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and NOAA'’s Nationd Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries), as appropriate, to ensure that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of endangered or threatened species or adversely modify or destroy their designated critical
habitats. Thisbiologica opinion (Opinion) isthe product of an interagency consultation pursuant to
section 7(a)(2) of the ESA and implementing regulations found at 50 CFR 402.

The anadysis dso fulfills the Essentid Fish Habitat (EFH) requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA). The MSA, as amended by the Sustainable
Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267), established procedures designed to identify, conserve,
and enhance EFH for those species regulated under a Federd fisheries management plan. Federa
agencies must consult with NOAA Fisheries on dl actions, or proposed actions, authorized, funded, or
undertaken by the agency, that may adversdly affect EFH (8305(b)(2)).

The USDA Forest Service (Forest Service) proposes to revise the Land and Resource Management
Plans (LRMPs) for the Boise, Payette, and Sawtooth Nationa Forests (collectively referred to as
LRMP Revisons). The purpose of the LRMP Revisonsisto replace the existing LRMPs on the three
Nationa Forests (NFs) that encompass the Southwest 1daho Ecogroup [SWIE]). In addition, the
Revisons would aso replace the interim management strategies of PACH SH (USDA Forest Service
and USDI Bureau of Land Management [BLM] 1995), INFISH (USDI FWS 1998a), and the LRMP
biologica opinions on these strategies (National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS 1995b]; NMFS
1998). The Forest Serviceis proposing the action according to its authority under the Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (1974), as amended by the Nationa Forest
Management Act (1976) and itsimplementing regulations. The adminidrative record for this
consultation is on file at the Idaho Habitat Branch office of NOAA Fisheries,

A. Background and Consultation History

The proposed Federa action isaplan-leve action to revise the LRMPs for the SWIE. Consultation
higtory for LRMPsin the SWIE is both lengthy and complex, preceded by a series of plan-level
consultations beginning in 1995. Previous plan-level consultations relevant to the proposed Federd
action include:

. Biological Opinion on Implementation of Interim Sirategies for Managing Anadromous
Fish-Producing Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and Portions of
Cdifornia (PACFISH) (NMFS 1995a);



. Ligted Snake River Sdmon Biologica Opinion; Land and Resource Management Plans
for the: Boise, Challis, Nez Perce, Payette, Sdmon, Sawtooth, Umatilla, and Wallowa-
Whitman Nationa Forests (1995 LRMP Opinion) (NMFS 1995b); and,

. PACFISH Extension Letter - October 08, 1996 letter from William Stelle Jr. (NOAA
Fisheries) to Jack Ward Thomas (Forest Service) and Michael Dombeck (BLM).

. Biologica Opinion - Land and Resource Management Plans for National Forests and
Bureau of Land Management Resource Aress in the Upper Columbia River Basin and
Snake River Basin Evolutionarily Significant Units (1998 LRMP Opinion) (NMFS
1998).

In the early 1990s, the Forest Service and BLM recognized that Federd land management had
alowed activities to occur which had led to areduction in fish habitat capability and degraded fish
habitat on Federally-managed lands, contributing to the decline of anadromous fish species. 1n 1995,
PACFISH (Forest Service and BLM 1995) was established as interim direction to address this
gtuation, amending existing LRMPs across a geographic area that included Nationa Forest System
lands administered by the Boise, Payette, and Sawtooth NFs. PACFISH was intended to be an
interim Strategy, expected to be in effect for gpproximately 18 months while long-term ecosystem-scae
strategies were devel oped.

The intent of PACH SH was to protect exigting quaity anadromous fish habitat and arrest habitat
degradation on Federd land, thus dlowing restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems to occur at
naturd rates. Further, the action agencies wanted to make every effort to see that their actions would
not lead to the extinction or further endangerment of anadromous fish. At aminimum, PACFISH was
intended to hold the line on habitat degradation in the short-term until along-term, ecosystem based
restoration strategy could be developed to protect and restore anadromous fish-producing waters on
Federd lands in the Columbia River Basin.

In 1995, Nationa Forests across a geographic area that included the SWIE, submitted biological
assessments (BAS) for implementation of their LRMPs as amended by PACFISH to address effects on
ESA-ligted chinook and sockeye sddmon. NOAA Fisheriesissued abiologica opinion (1995 LRMP
Opinion [NMFS 1995h)) for these Federal actions and in it noted the lack of a comprehensive,
landscape-scale aguatic conservation strategy (ACS) in the actions. In the 1995 LRMP Opinion,
NOAA Fisheries recognized that PACF SH represented an improvement over existing planning
direction and would foster the beginning of natural habitat restoration. However, because PACH SH
was intended to be a short-term strategy and did not contain an active watershed restoration
component, it was unlikely that mortdity of listed salmon caused by existing degraded habitat conditions
would be sgnificantly reduced.



NOAA Fisheries defined an approach in the 1995 LRMP Opinion for addressing the long-term needs
of Snake River sdimon, including a series of godss, objectives, and guiddines to be applied until the
LRMPs were updated, a which time this direction would be addressed through the Interior Columbia
Basn Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) and revised LRMPs. The itemsin the 1995 LRMP
Opinion built on components of PACH SH and were supplementa to LRMPs. This guidance wasto
serve as the basis for conservation of ESA-listed sdmon and critical habitat during the Nationa
Forests (and BLMS') development of ICBEMP, a strategy for long-term ecosystem management.
This Opinion emphasized the need to develop management drategies that fostered the maintenance and
cregtion of wdl-distributed, high quaity habitat, over time. Compliance by the Forests with the
guidance in the 1995 LRMP Opinion was part of the basis for a* no jeopardy/no adverse modification”
letermination.

Thelisting of Snake River steelhead as Threatened under the ESA in 1997 required the Forest Service
to again initiate ESA-consultation on the LRMPs to address potential effects to steelhead (1998 LRMP
Opinion [NMFS 1998]). The 1998 LRMP Opinion stated that adherence to dl existing plan-level
direction increased assurance of no jeopardy a the project level. Plan-leve direction included: nine
recommendations originating in the steelhead Biological Assessment (BA) to address PACFI SH-
amended LRMP deficiencies, the extended time period for implementation of the interim dtrategy; the
1995 LRMP Opinion; and direction in the origina LRMPs. In addition to other important items, the
BA and 1998 LRMP Opinion included recommendations to accel erate watershed restoration actions.

The 1998 LRMP Opinion noted that a mgor weakness in PACFISH-amended LRM Ps was the lack
of acomprehensve, ACS for watersheds with ESA-listed fish species. It pointed out that, without key
elements of along-term ACS in place under PACH SH, planning of actions to that point had lacked a
comprehensive and coordinated gpproach to anayze and restore watersheds to improve survival and
enable recovery of the listed anadromous species. Deficiencies in management direction identified in
the 1998 LRMP Opinion were: low levels of restoration; ineffective monitoring; and inconsstent

PACHF SH implementation. The purpose of the nine recommendations in the 1998 LRMP Opinion BA
was to address gaps in exigting plan leved direction. Five mechanisms were developed in the 1998
LRMP Opinion to assure implementation of the nine recommendations and begin the trangtion to a
longer-term Strategy.

The 1998 LRMP Opinion began addressing long-term conservation actions in response to PACFISH
being implemented wdll beyond itsinterim 18-month period. The recognition again was that PACH SH
would be replaced by along-term, ecosystem based ACS to maintain salmon and steelhead habitat in
an ecologicaly sound framework. The 1998 LRMP Opinion identified components of such along-term
drategy, identifying timelines and an oversght implementation structure.

The conservation standards and outcomes of these past plan-level consultations play an important role
intherevised LRMPs. Therevised LRMPs do not repesat verbatim direction in PACFISH or the
LRMP Opinions, but should demonstrate that management actions on Federa land carried out within
the framework of the LRMP Revisons meets or exceeds the intent of this previous



direction since the digtribution of ESA-listed sdmon and stedlhead are not limited to SWIE boundaries.
Interagency Regiona Executives determined the revised LRMP direction would

replace current direction contained in PACFISH and the LRMP Opinions. The Regiona Executives
a0 agreed that the long-term ACS devel oped through the Revision effort would be sufficient to
replace the previous interim strategies and consultations (Forest Service et d. 200243).

Conaultation for the LRMP Revison effort has followed the framework for consultation on plan-level
proposas, including the development of LRMPs, outlined in the August 30, 2000, Nationa
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed by the Forest Service, BLM, NOAA Fisheries, and the
FWS (USDA et d. 2000).

For this consultation effort, informa discussions with NOAA Fisheries and FWS wereinitiated in
November 2000 to discuss consultation needs for the Revison effort, aswell asto discuss those
gpecies that needed to be included in the consultation. By April 2001, NOAA Fisheries, FWS, and the
Forest Service had sgned aloca Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that established a
cooperative process for completion of consultation on the LRMP Revisons (USDA Forest Service et
a 2001). The guidance provided in that MOU set in motion the establishment of Level 1 and Levd 2
Streamlining Teams and aworking structure that linked those teams with the Forest Service Planning
and Revision Teams to ensure continued communication and resolution of issues affecting ESA-listed
Species.

Thelocal MOU expired on December 31, 2001, without renewa. However, agency commitmentsto
the process continued, and involvement of the Level 1 Team increased from bi-monthly meetingsto
more frequent, weekly meetings. As needed, the Level 2 Team met to address eevated issues and
receive updates on the progress of the Level 1 Team. During the time between April 2001 and January
2003, a close and continuous dia ogue between the Forest Service, FWS, NOAA Fisheries, and the
Leve 1 and Levd 2 Streamlining Teams occurred through face-to-face meetings, eectronic
correspondence, and conference cal meetings. The documentation of this complex consultation history
islengthy, and contained within the interagency project record located on file at the NOAA Fisheries
Idaho State Habitat Branch and Boise NF Supervisors Offices. The early and involved consultation
during this Revision process resulted in the coopertive devel opment and incorporation of direction for
the conservation of ESA-listed speciesin the preferred adternative selected for the LRMP Revisions.

The Forest Service provided a complete BA and EFH assessment on the Boise, Payette, and Sawtooth
Nationd Forest Land and Resource Management Plan Revisons to NOAA Fisheries on March 07,
2003 and the consultation time clock was initiated at that time.

The SWIE Revised LRMPswould likely affect tribal trust resources. The proposed action may affect
the availability of resources and the use of traditional cultural properties, both important to American
Indian rights and interests. Becausethe action islikely to affect triba trust resources, NOAA Fisheries
has contacted the Nez Perce (NOAA Fisheries 2003a), Shoshone-Bannock (NOAA Fisheries
2003b), and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes (NOAA Fisheries, 2003c) pursuant to the



Secretarial Order (June 5, 1997). Discussion with the Tribes reveded that Forest Service coordination
during the Nationd Environmenta Policy Act (NEPA) process has resulted in the action adequately
protecting againgt potentid effectsto triba resources. Management direction for tribd rights and
interests was developed for the Revised Plans on each Forest. Thisincluded standards, guidelines, and
objectives for consultation and resource protection, and the following management goas:

1 Fecilitate the exercise of triba rights to meet Federd trust responsibilities; and,

2. Enhance relationships with American Indian tribes in order to understand and
incorporate tribal cultura resources, values, needs, interests, and expectationsin forest
management and alow cooperative activities where there are shared gods.

Management direction for other resource programs, such as vegetation, soils, water, riparian, aguatic,
and wildlife, was dso incorporated into the proposed action to provide for:

1 Habitat and watershed conditions that contribute to species viability at sustainable and
harvestable levels, and,
2. Management direction to address specia areas of concern to the Tribes, such asthe
South Fork Samon River and Bear Valey Creek.
B. Proposed Action

1. Project Area

Proposed actions are defined in NOAA Fisheries regulations (50 CFR 402.02) as*“all activities or
programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by Federd agenciesin the
United States or upon the high seas” Additiondly, U.S. Code (16 U.S.C. 1855(b)(2)) further defines
aFedera action as “any action authorized, funded, or undertaken or proposed to be authorized,
funded, or undertaken by a Federa agency.” Because the Forest Service proposes to issue the Revised
LRMPs, it must consult under ESA section 7(a)(2) and MSA section 305(b)(2).

The project area for the proposed action includes lands administered by the Boise, Payette, and
Sawtooth NFs, collectively known asthe SWIE (Figure 1). The Boise NF is gpproximately

2.2 million acres, including an estimated 65,000 acres in the Frank Church-River of No Return
Wilderness (FC-RONR). The Payette NF is approximately 2.3 million acres, an estimated 770,000
acres of which islocated in the FC-RONR Wilderness, and an additional 24,000 acres of whichis
located in the Hells Canyon Wilderness. The Sawtooth NF is gpproximately 2.1 million acres,
270,000 acres of which make up the Sawtooth Wilderness.



Figure 1. - Project Area/Vicinity Map, Southwest 1daho Ecogroup (SWIE) LRMP Revison
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2. Federa Action

As previoudy described, the proposed Federd Action isthe Revison of the three LRMPsfor the Boise
(Forest Service 20034), Payette (Forest Service 2003b), and Sawtooth (Forest Service 2003c) NFs,
Forests that congtitute the SWIE. The Revisons have been designed to meet legd and regulatory
requirements, and to address changes, issues, and concerns that have arisen since the LRMPs were
originaly released for the Sawtooth NF (USDA Forest Service 1987), Payette NF (USDA Forest
Service 1988), and the Boise NF (USDA Forest Service 1990).

The Revised LRMPs are intended to guide natura resource management activities on lands
administered by the SWIE Forests for the next 10- to 15-years. They describe management goals and
practices, resource protection methods, desired resource conditions, and the availability and suitability
of lands for resource management. The purpose of the LRMPsisto provide management direction to
provide sustainable ecosystems and resilient watersheds that are capable of providing a sustainable flow
of beneficid goods and servicesto the public. The management prescriptionsin the LRMPs are
designed to redlize gods for achieving desired conditions; dthough future projects planned to implement
those prescriptions will be largely dependent on annual budgets. A complete description of the Federa
Action can be found by referencing Chapter 111 of the LRMP BA (USDA Forest Service 2003d).

The Revised LRMPs were designed in support the National Fire Plan (NFP), developed by the
Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture following the 2000 wildland fire season.  Significant direction has
been provided in support of the NFP in the Revised LRMPs, suggesting a large number of fuels
reduction projects as the LRMPs are implemented. Our agencies have developed draft project design
criteria to expedite consultation for such actions, criteriathat will be used as appropriate during LRMP
implementation. In addition, NOAA Fisheries has direction to consider both short-term effects of fuels
reduction work and potentia long-term benefits of those treatments, provided to NOAA Fisheries and
FWSin a December 10, 2002 memorandum from the NOAA Assstant Administrator for Fisheries
and Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Thisis compatible with and pardlels direction contained
in the revised LRMPs for consdering effects of actions a multiple tempora scales. temporary,
short-term, and long-term.

As previoudy sated, the Revised LRMPswould replace dl interim LRMP direction for ESA-listed fish
gpecies across the SWIE. Interim Srategies that amended the current LRMP direction,
PACFISH/INFISH (P/1) and consultation on those strategies (1995 and 1998 LRMP Opinions),
would be vacated upon implementation of the proposed Federd Action. Direction that would be
retained in the proposed action includes those forest-wide, watershed, or project-level BAs with |etters
of concurrence or biologica opinions. In these situations, the existing consultation records would
continue to apply until the expiration date of the consultation records, unless those consultations are
reopened through reinitiation provisons or amended (LRMP, Chapter 111, Threatened, Endangered,
Proposed, or Candidate [ TEPC] Standard #2).

During the early-consultation process, the Level 1 Streamlining Team agreed that it would be necessary
to adopt along-term ACS into the Revisions in order to replace interim direction



provided by P/I and the LRMP Opinions. It was aso agreed that the long-term ACS would meet both:
(2) the local needs for listed species restoration and recovery; and, (2) contribute to and not
compromise interim strategies that till govern management at the broader scale (i.e. the rest of the
range of P/I).

In order to meet these standards, the agencies determined that the Revisons ACS had to include and
address each of the following key components:

Goasto Maintain and Restore Soil, Water, Riparian, and Aquatic (SWRA) Resources,
Riparian Management Objectives,

Riparian Reserve Network;

Activity-specific Standards and Guiddines,

Classfication of Priority Watersheds;

Multi-scde Andyss,

Watershed Prioritization/Restoration Approach; and,

Monitoring & Adaptive Management

N~ WDNE

3. SWIE Aquatic Conservation Strategy Components

The following section will briefly summarize each of the ACS components, include examples where
appropriate, and reference the pertinent section of the LRMP BA (USDA Forest Service 2003d) for a
detailed discussion of each.

a. ACS#1 - Goalsto Maintain and Restore Soil, Water, Riparian, and Aquatic Resources

Resource god's establish an expectation of the characterigtics of healthy, functioning watersheds,
riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. The qudity of these aguatic featuresisintimately tied to the
integrity of upland and riparian areas. Goals have been developed for the LRMP Revison with these
relationships in mind, encompassing both aguatic and terrestrid processes. See Table 1 for an example
of goals established for this purpose, summarized by Matrix pathway (as described in: NMFS 1996).
More examples of select resource goals that maintain or restore can be found in Chapter 111 of the
LRMP BA, pp 36-48; or found in their entirety by activity type in Chapter 111 of the SWIE LRMPs.



Table 1. Example of LRMP Goals/Objectivesto Maintain and Restore SWRA Resour ces by
Matrix Pathway (USDA Forest Service 2003d).

Associated Matrix | D) ection LRMP Direction®
Pathway Location in
LRMPs
SWRA Provide for stream channel integrity, channel processes, and the
Goal 2 sediment regime under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems
Watershed evolved.
Conditions
SWRA Maintain surface and ground water in streams, lakes, wetlands, and
Goa 3 meadows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats; the stability
and effective function of stream channels; and downstream uses.
SWRA Meet or surpass State water quality standards by planning and
God 6 designing land management activities that protect water quality.
Water Quality . ) .
Range God | Manage livestock grazing within riparian areas to accommodate the
5 maintenance or restoration of aguatic and riparian processes and
functions.
Inventory and assess existing classified road crossingsin
Roads subwatersheds that are occupied or contain critical habitat for TEPC
Objective species...Assess crossings to determine if they provide for fish passage,
10 100-year flow, and bedload and debris transport. Incorporate the results
Habitat Access into the biennial updates of the WARS database.
Roads In the Forests' program of work, prioritize and schedule improvements to
Objective existing culverts, bridges, and other stream crossings to accommodate
11 fish passage, 100-year flood flow, and bedload and debris transport.
Include accomplishments in the biennial update of the WARS database.
SWRA Provide for stream channel integrity, channel processes, and the
Goa 2 sediment regime under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems
Channel Condition & evolved.
Dynamics SWRA Restore and maintain flow regimes sufficient to create and sustain soil-
Goa 4 hydrologic and water quality conditions, and riparian, aquatic and
wetland habitats, and to achieve patterns of sediment, and nutrient and
large woody debris routing within their inherent range of capability.
SWRA Maintain surface and ground water in streams, lakes, wetlands, and
Goa 3 meadows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats; the stability
and effective function of stream channels; and downstream uses.
Flow/Hydrology SWRA Restore and maintain flow regimes sufficient to create and sustain soil-
Goa 4 hydrologic and water quality conditions, and riparian, aquatic and

wetland habitats, and to achieve patterns of sediment, and nutrient and
large woody debris routing within their inherent range of capability.

1 Direction refersto LRMP goals, objectives, standards, or guidelines.



b. ACS#2 - Riparian Management Objectives

The Revised LRMPs have established Watershed Condition Indicators (WCls) to serve as Riparian
Management Objectives (RMOs). Landscape-scale WCl's describing good habitat and population
characterigtics for listed, sengitive, native, or desired non-native fish were developed for usein
indicating ecosystem hedth. Similar to the Matrix of Pathways and Indicators developed by NMFS
(1996), suites of WClswere grouped into diagnostic pathway's representing watershed and habitat
components important for the successful management of aquiatic species, their habitats, and other
SWRA resources. Appendix B of the Revised LRMPs (pp. B1-B31) includes a Matrix of Pathways
for usein evauating the potentia effects of actions on native and desired non-native fish species, water
quaity and their habitats (SWIE Matrix).

The WCI vduesin the SWIE Matrix were primarily taken from the origina Matrices developed by
NMFS (1996) and the FWS (1998b). The andysis that led to development of default valuesinvolved
managed and unmanaged watersheds in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho that included both inland
native fish and anadromousfish. It was generdly expected that the WCl's represented a good starting
point to describe the desired condition for fish habitat in the albbsence of loca ste-specific data
However, the agencies intended that WClswould be refined to better reflect conditions that are
functionally attainable in a specific watershed or stream reach based on the geoclimatic setting which
includes loca geology, land and channd form, climate, potentia vegetation, historic and recoverable fish
habitat. In particular, when aWCI vaueisidentified that is not physicdly or biologicaly appropriate,
given the inherent characteristics of the watershed being considered, the WCI should be modified.
Modification of WClswould be completed through a variety of methods such as multi-scale analyses,
forest-wide monitoring results, and collection and evauation of watershed and/or stream reach specific
data. Written documentation of the method and procedures, quality and source of data, and rationale
supporting modifications to WCIs would be included in record documentation for the project or mid-
level analyss. In watersheds with ESA-listed fish species, modification of WCls would be coordinated
with NOAA Fisheries and/or FWS through Section 7 consultations. An in-depth description of the
means by which WCls could be modified has been provided in Appendix B of the LRMP Revisons.

The identification of WCls for stream channd conditions provide the criteria againgt which attainment or
progress toward attainment of multiple goals, objectives, sandards and guidelines can be directly, or
indirectly, measured. Measurable WClIs provide a benchmark by which changes to landscape
conditions through management activities can be measured over time. It is not expected that WCls
would be met instantaneoudly, but rather that values would be moved toward, or achieved, over time.
Achievement of WClsis expected to result in diverse and complex habitats capable of providing the
combination of habitat festures important for the life-history requirements of the fish community in the
watershed and the de-listing of Clean Water Act (CWA) 303(d) listed waterbodies.
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c. ACS#3 - Riparian Reserve Network

Theriparian reserve network established for the LRMP Revision is asystem of Riparian Conservation
Areas (RCAS). Management activities that occur within, or have an influence on, RCAswould be
subject to specific gods, objectives, sandards and guiddines intended to alow the natura processes of
RCAs to function gppropriately while activities are implemented.

LRMPs and the associated management direction, regulate two magjor features of an RCA:

(2) width; and (2) the kind and amount of activity that can take place within, or influence them (Spence
et a. 1996; Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). Defining the width, or outer extent of the RCA, is
addressed in this ACS component. RCAswould be classfied into one of four categories for the
Revison; these categories and their use have been briefly described in Attachment 1 of this Opinion,
and described in full detail in Appendix B of the LRMPs (pp. B32-B40).

The proposed approach would alow SWIE Forests to use of a default 300-foot/150-foot RCA width
where datais absent, or shift to more of a site-specific analysis! that assesses the ability of the RCA to
meet riparian functions and processes (based on site-potentid tree height, floodprone width,
microclimate, sediment delivery, etc.). A smilar gpproach has aso been proposed for non-forested
rangeland ecosystems, as well asfor ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands.

d. ACS#4 - Activity-specific Sandards and Guidelines

The Revised LRMPs describe management direction for the SWIE that would guide Forest personnel
to achieve desired outcomes or conditions for both land stewardship and public service. Thisdirection
is presented at three levels: (1) Forest-wide; (2) Management Area (MA); and, (3) Management
Prescription Category (MPC). These three levels of direction are closgly interrelated and need to be
considered together in order to understand the full scope and intent of Forest management direction.

Forest-wide direction gpplies across the entire SWIE, providing generd direction for al Forest
resources and the foundation for more specific direction a the MA leve. MA and MPC direction
prescribes specific requirements to administrative boundaries or a combination of watershedsto
address more localized concerns with resource areas of importance. The MA and MPC direction is
designed to tier to the Forest-wide direction, and to help achieve Forest-wide goals and desired
conditions. A brief discusson of each type of direction follows.

' The option to use site-specific analysis to define RCA requires the most thorough analysis of the three
optionsin that when defining the RCA, the specialist conducts an on-site analysis of the riparian functions and
ecological processes associated with the stream, pond, lake, reservoir or wetland, and defines the RCA based on the
distance that best encompasses the extent of those functions and processes.
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Forest-wide Direction. This section describes management direction that applies generdly to
Nationd Forest System lands across the entire SWIE. There are five types of direction described for
the Forest resource programs in Forest-wide direction: desired conditions, gods, objectives, standards,
and guidelines (See Attachment 2 to this Opinion for definitions of each of these types of direction.

Timeframes - LRMP objectives were generally designed to be achieved within the 10- to 15-year
planning period unless otherwise dated. Similarly, standards and guiddines are expected to apply for
the planning period, athough there may be deviations, as explained in the definitions in Attachment 2.
Desired conditions and gods are more timelessin nature. For certain resources, the desired conditions
may aready exig, in which case both the short- and long-term god may be to maintain those conditions
over time. In other cases, there may be short-term impediments to achieving desired conditions, but the
long-term god isto move resources toward those conditions.

In the direction that follows, there are references to temporary, short-term, or long-term effects. These
time periods were also used in the LRMP Revison FEIS, and were consstently defined for modeling
purposes o that effects could be analyzed on an equal basis across dternatives. The definitions used in
the FEIS were: temporary: 0- to 3-years; short-term: 3- to 15-years, and, long-term: > 15 years. The
Revised LRMPs used these tempora definitions as starting points but recognized that they would vary
depending on species, life cycles, mohility, ecologica processes, and other influences. The recognition
was made that these different tempora relationships would need to be determined and andyzed at the
project level where ste-gpecific circumstances would be taken into account. Similarly, the Revised
LRMPs recognized that al effects are not the same just because they may occur within the same
temporary, short-term, or long-term time period. The duration or repetition of an effect within that time
period can vary gregtly, as can the intengity, location, or type of effect. Again, Forest personnd would
evauate these differences during project-scae andyss.

Limited Authority - As aFederd land management agency, the Forest Service has limited authority to
influence certain activities or uses on its administered lands (e.g., mining or hydropower development).
However, the agency does have authority to require reasonable terms, conditions, or measures to
minimize or mitigate the effects of some of these activities or uses. In Foret-wide management
direction, these activities or uses were typicaly addressed by guiddines rather than standards, to reflect
the Forests' limited authority. In such cases, the Forests remain committed to minimizing or mitigeting
effects from these activities, where they cannot be avoided or eiminated.

Organization - The Forest-wide desired condition, goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines are

organized by resource program area or categories. Direction has been provided for each of the
following resource program areas/categories.
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TEPC Species

Air Quality & Smoke
Management

SWRA Resources
Wildlife Resources
Vegetation

Botanical Resources
Non-native Plants
Fire Management
Timberland Resources

Rangeland Resources
Mineral & Geology
Resources

Lands & Specia Uses
Facilities & Roads
Recreation Resources
Scenic Environment
Heritage Program

Tribal Rights & Interests

Wilderness

Recommended
Wilderness and
Inventoried Roadless
Areas

Wild & Scenic Rivers
Research Natural Areas
Socia & Economic

These resource areas/categories, in turn, are organized by ecologica groupings, beginning with
biophysica resources, and then moving to socio-economic resources. Although Forest-wide
management direction is presented by individual resource areafor efficient reference and retrievad, this
direction has been integrated across resource aress.

Laws, Regulations, and Policies - Also applied Forest-wide, numerous Federd and state laws,
regulations, and policies govern the use and management of resources on NF administered lands.
Some of the more important ones are described in Appendix H of the LRMPs, Legal and
Administrative Framework for Forest Planning and Resource Management. Directionin the
LRMPs has been designed to guide Forests resource management in such away that the laws,
regulaions, and policies should be met. Wherever the laws, regulations, or policies have more stringent
requirements than LRMP direction, the Forests must and will comply with those requirements.

Exigting adminigtrative policy, procedure, and guidance to Forest Service employees issued through the
Forest Service Directive System are not typicaly duplicated in the LRMPs. These directives (i.e,
Forest Service Manua and Handbooks) that provide further guidance to aresource area are
referenced at the beginning of each LRMP resource section.

The Forest Service Manua and Handbook System codifies the agency’s palicy, practice, and
procedure affecting more than one unit and the delegations of continuing authority and assgnment of
continuing respongibilities; serves as the primary adminidrative basis for the internd management and
contlrol of al programs; and is the primary source of adminigrative direction to Forest Service
employees.

@)

(b)

Forest Service Manual (FSM) - The component of the agency Directive System that contains legal
authorities, management objectives, policies, responsibilities, instructions, and guidance needed on a
continuing basis by Forest Service line-officers and primary staff in more than one unit to plan and
execute assigned programs and activities (FSM 1111).
Forest Service Handbooks (FSH) - The component of the agency Directive System that provides
detailed procedures, instructions, and guidance needed on a continuing basis by employeesin more
than one unit on how to proceed with a specialized aspect of a program or activity. Handbooks either
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implement direction as required by the Manual or incorporate external directives (FSM 1110.3, 1112).

(© Interim Directive - Aninterna directive issuance that modifies previous manual or handbook direction
or establishes new direction for a period of up to 18 months. FSM 1113.3 describes the criteriarelated
to issuance and policy on the duration of interim directives, including re-issuance.

When aFSM, FSH, or related interim directive isissued, its force and effect do not depend upon the
component of the Directive System to which the directive isissued; rather, it is the use of the helping
verbs“mug,” “shdl,” “ought,” “should,” or “may,” or the use of the imperative mood (where “you” is
understood) that determines the force and effect of the direction. These words

have the same force and effect whether they are used in aFSM, FSH or interim directive. FSM
1110.8 provides guidance on the degree of compliance and restriction imposed by helping verbs and
imperative mood.

While directives may refer to procedures or requirements imposed on those outside the agency, Forest
Service employees do not use internd directives to assgn responsibility to or mandate requirements on
employees of local, state, or other Federal agencies or on the public. Instead, Forest Service officids
use correspondence, agreements, contracts, authorizations, regulations, or other appropriate
instruments where necessary to impose requirements on other agencies or on persons not employed by
the Forest Service.

Landslide and Landdlide-prone - Since landdide and landdide-prone areas are not aways riparian
aress by definition, the Forest Service did not fed that they should be included in the RCA designation
(as under P/l) and instead were addressed through Forest-wide direction. The Revison proposesto
use a step-down implementation process of categorizing landdide-prone areas described in an
implementation guide found in Appendix B of the LRMPs. A coarse-filter modeling effort would be
followed by afinefilter field sub-sampling to better predict the location and extent of landdide-prone
areas.

Coarse-filter coverages of landdide-prone areas have been developed for the entire SWIE using the
SINMAP model (Pack et a. 1997) and alarge database of actud landdidesto assst in cdlibration of
the modd. The SSINMAP mode has accurately delinested the pattern of landdiding in British
Columbia. The SWIE was mapped into one of four dope stability hazard ratings: stable, low,
moderate, or high risk landdide-prone. This coarse-filter programmatic landdide-prone hazard
coverage would then be used quditatively to make relative comparisons between areas, and to identify
those that should be targeted for additiona fine-filter verification associated with proposed management
actions.

The following Forest-wide management direction based on the coarse and fine filters would be applied
Forest-wide a the project-level:

SWRA Sandard 12 - Site-specific analysis or field verification of broad-scale landdide-prone models
shall be conducted in representative areas that are identified as landslide prone during site/project-
scale analysis involving proposed management actions that may alter soil-hydrologic processes.
Based on the analysis findings, design management actions to avoid the potential for triggering
landdlides. Refer
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to the Implementation Guide for Management on Landslide and Landslide Prone Areas’ located in
Appendix B to help determine compliance with this standard.

SWRA Guiddine 3 - Where proposed management actions may alter soil-hydrologic processes,
representative sample of landslides and landslide-prone areas should be field-verified to identify and
interpret controlling and contributing factors of slope stability. Integrate the resulting information with
supporting data to provide afinal stability assessment and identification of appropriate land
management actions in landslide and landslide-prone areas. Refer to the Implementation Guide for
Management on Landslide and Landslide Prone Areas, located in Appendix B.

SWRA Guiddine 4 - General Field Verification Procedures for Landdide and Landslide-Prone Aress:
Six major groups of known characteristics should be investigated to supply information adequate to
characterize unstable conditions. These are: (1) Landform; (2) Overburden; (3) Geological Processes on
the Hilldope; (4) Bedrock Lithology and Structure; (5) Hydrology; and, (6) Vegetation. Refer to the
Implementation Guide for Management on Landslide and Landslide Prone Areas, located in

Appendix B.

After fidd verification occurs, the gppropriate management restrictions would be applied to the project
areato avoid and prevent landdides, including consideration of but not limited to:

Sandard Practices (In Stable and Low Hazard Areas) - No special restrictions on management
actions are needed as long as the actions are in compliance with other Forest-wide or management
areadirection.

Limited Practices (In Moderate Hazard Areas with Low to Moderate Relative Risk) - Management
actions are designed with review and guidance of appropriate resource specialists. Limited
practices may include but are not limited to: reducing yield or basal arearemoval of forested
vegetation, increased rotation lengths, selective harvest with full suspension yarding, relocating
existing or proposed road alignment, improving road drainage design, etc.

Restricted Practices (In High Hazard or Moderate Hazard Areas with High Relative Risks) —
Management actions are severely restricted or eliminated so as to minimize initiation of landslides
and effects to other resources.

See the Implementation Guide for Identifying and Managing Landslide and Landslide-Prone
Areas in Appendix B of the LRMPsfor acomplete discusson of how landdides and landdide-prone
areas would be addressed by the proposed action.

Management Area Direction. MA direction is designed to tier to Forest-wide direction, and to meet
Forest-wide goas and desired conditions. However, MA direction isintended to be more specific than
Forest-wide direction, addressing specific concerns related to each program area, and setting the stage
for pecific actions that can be implemented to resolve those concerns.

MAs use the same types of direction (gods, objectives, standards, and guiddines) that are
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defined above for Forest-wide direction. The application of this direction is somewhat different when
goplied a the MA level. Much of the MA direction is expressed as objectives to be implemented at
thisleved in order to achieve Forest-wide goals and desired conditions.

Timeframes for achieving MA objectives are essentialy the same as for Forest-wide objectives, 10- to
15-years (the planning period) unless otherwise stated. More specific timeframes are not typicaly used
because accomplishment can be delayed by funding, litigation, environmenta changes, and other
influences beyond the Forests' control.

Standards and guidelines are included in MAs to address two areas that Forest-wide direction cannot
address specificdly. Firgt, they provide more explicit protection or guidance than Forest-wide
direction, based on the site-specific needs or concerns of the MA. In other words, Forest-wide
gtandards and guiddlines generaly apply to dl MAs on the Forest; however, this direction may be
refined or expanded at the MA level to address specific concerns unique to that MA. The second type
of direction relates to MPCs found within the MA. MPC designation carries with it varying degrees of
congtraints on the types and intensity of management practices that can be used to maintain or restore
conditions that best dign with the emphasis of that MPC. These congtraints result from a common set
of standards and guiddinesthat apply, regardless of the MA in which the MPC is applied. Application
of this common set of MPC standards and guidelines helps ensure that management emphasis for the
MPC is generdly attained, regardiess of location. Refer to the more detailed discussion of MPCs
below.

Management Prescription Category Direction. Management prescriptions are defined as,
“management practices and intensity sdlected and scheduled for application on a pecific areato attain
multiple use and other goas and objectives’ (36 CFR 219.3). MPCs are broad categories of
management prescriptions that indicate the generd management emphasis prescribed for a given area.
They are based on Forest Service definitions developed at the nationd level, and represent
management emphasis themes, ranging from Wilderness (1.0) to Concentrated Devel opment (8.0).
The national MPCs have been customized during LRMP revision to better fit the needs and issues of
the SWIE.

MPCs were assigned by subwatershed (6™ field HUC) where possible. Although they are intended to
show generd management emphasis within a subwatershed, they do not necessarily define emphasis for
every single acre within that subwatershed. Aswith most rule sets, there are exceptions within MPCs.
For example, some adminigtrative aress (e.g. Wilderness, Wild and Scenic River corridors, Research
Natural Areas, etc.) cut across subwatershed boundaries, areas managed according to the laws or
policies governing their establishment. Also, there are many small adminidrative sites that may have
different management requirements than the overal MPC emphasis for the subwatershed (e.g.,
adminigtrative and recregtion Sites, mining Sites, plantations, specid use areas, RCAS, and culturd or
higtoric tes).

MPC management emphasis is further defined by Forest-wide and MA direction. For instance, amost
al MPCs could feature vegetation management to some degree. The type and intensity of
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vegetation management that may occur in agiven MPC arealis reflected in its common sat of sandards
and guidelines, and may be further refined within an individua areato reflect that unique MA needs or
concerns.

Emphasis for each MPC has been described in the Management Area Description and Direction
section of theindividuad LRMPs (Chapter 111). Following the emphasis description, the standards and
guiddines concerning management practices and intensity that apply to each MPC have been Sated.
These MPC standards and guidelines have aso been incorporated within direction found in each MA
under the program areaiin which it would fal. For example, the road-related standards and guiddines
gtated under the 4.1a MPC shown below in Table 2 are duplicated in each MA in which the 4.1aMPC
occurs under the “Facilities and Roads’ MA direction.

Table2. Common Standardsand Guidedinesfor MPC 4.1a* Undeveloped Recr eation:
Maintain Inventoried Roadless Areas.

Direction Type Direction

Management actions allowed in MPC 4.1a (including wildland fire use, prescribed fire, and
special use authorizations) must be designed and implemented in a manner that does not
Standard adversely compromise the area’ s roadless and undevel oped character in the temporary, short
term, and long term. “Adversely compromise” means an action that results in the reduction of
roadless or undevel oped acres within any specific IRA. Exceptionsto this standard are
actions related to the 4.1a Roads standard and Fire guideline, below.

Standard Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: (1) To provide access
related to reserved or outstanding rights, or (2) To respond to statute or treaty.

The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize
Guideline tactics that minimize impacts of suppression activities on the roadless or undevel oped
character of the area.

*This prescription applies to lands where dispersed and undevel oped recreation uses are the primary emphasis. Providing
dispersed recreation opportunitiesin an inventoried roadless areais the primary objective. Both motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities may be provided. Other resource uses are allowed to the extent that they do not compromise the
roadless and undevel oped character of the IRA. The area has a predominantly natural-appearing environment, with slight
evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Species habitat and recreational uses are generally compatible, although recreation
uses may be adjusted to TEPC species.

e. ACS#5 - Classification of Priority Watersheds

Note: The results of ACS Component 5 are a result of the multi-scale Proper Functioning
Condition (PFC) assessment in ACS component 6 and its fine-tuning in ACS Component 7.
Therefore, to get a complete understanding of the final classification of priority watersheds
under this component, it may first be necessary to review ACS Components 6 and 7.

17



The LRMP Revision establishes a network of priority subwatersheds for contribution to the recovery of
ESA-ligted fish pecies and restoration of their habitat. This network builds on actions dready taking
place to recover listed fish pecies, and has been designed to complement existing and interim recovery
plans. To achievethis, the SWIE Forests incorporated direction, guidance, and principlesidentified in
recent research and documents, including but not limited to:

1 Restoration concepts of ICBEMP Science Assessment, Val. [11, pp 1354 to 1373
(Quigley and Arbelbide 1997);

2. 1995 and 1998 LRMP Opinions (NMFS 1995b; NMFS 1998; and USDI FWS

1998a);

Find I_%asi n-wide “All-H Paper” Samon Recovery Strategy (Federa Caucus 2000);

FWS Draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan (USDI FWS 2002);

An Interim Watershed Restoration Strategy (11T Restoration Task Team 2000);

Land Management Recommendations Related to the Vaue of Low Road Dengity

Aress In the Conservation of Listed Saimon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout (11T Road

Densty Andysis Task Team 2002); and,

7. Incorporating Aquetic Ecology into Decisions on Prioritization of Road
Decommissioning (Rieman et d. 2001)

oUW

The identification of priority subwatersheds was based on key concepts, in rdative priority asfollows.

1 Secure existing habitats (subwatersheds) that support the strongest fish populations, and
that have the highest native pecies diversity and aguatic integrity .

Address and fix/minimize threats to the long-term stability of high-qudity
habitatsy/'subwatersheds.

Extend favorable habitat conditions into adjacent watersheds.

Extend good habitat/healthy watershed conditions into more poorly represented parts
of the subbasin with less favorable habitat conditions.

Focus work on a“limited” number of areas/subwatersheds to increase the chance of

meaningful change.

In generd, each of these sirategies were based on Smilar concepts, identified the same combination of
factorg/processes as concerns, and proposed mitigation that included essentialy the same suite of
planning and protective measures. However, what was uniformly lacking in these Strategieswas a
specific step-down process to identify priority subwatersheds, type of restoration needed, and
subwatershed restoration prioritization. The Forest Service approach to ACS Components #5 and #7
combined to address these needs.

N

o PO

Preliminary Prioritization Process. The LRMP Revison Team identified priority subwatershedsin
acongstent manner across al subwatersheds in the SWIE. This process
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established aranking of high, moderate, and low priorities for each subwatershed over a network of
well-connected, high-qudity habitats that support a diverse assemblage of néative fish species, the full
expression of potentid life histories and dispersa mechanisms, and the genetic diversty necessary for
long-term persistence and adaptation in a variable environment. The concept of priority watersheds
was used to identify areas that represented critical components of the mosaic that needed to be
conserved in the short-term. In many cases, however, focus on afixed set of high-qudity watersheds
will not meet the gods for hedthy, functiona aquatic ecosystems because they are too few and poorly
distributed, and because natural succession and disturbance processes may preempt long-term
productivity in fixed gtes. Subwatershed restoration and the development of more ecologically
compatible land-use policies would be required to ensure the long-term conservation of listed fish

species, both temporaly and spatialy.

Two key reasons for designating high priority subwatersheds were: (1) recognition that these areas
need specific management due to their aquatic and watershed vaues, and (2) assurance that the areas
receive appropriate prioritization for restoration. Subwatershedsin good condition (high geomorphic,
water quality, and aquatic integrity ratings) would serve as anchors for the potentia recovery of
depressed stocks, and aso would provide colonists for adjacent areas where habitat has been
degraded by anthropogenic or naturd disturbance. Those areas of lower qudity habitat with high
potentid for restoration would become future sources of good habitat with the implementation of a
comprehensgive retoration program. High priority subwatersheds would have the highest priority for
restoration, monitoring, and future multi-scae analyses.

The Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy (WARYS) identified subwatersheds with high aquetic
integrity (strong populations of listed fish species and native cutthroat trout), high geomorphic integrity,
and high water quality integrity (see ACS Component #7). These subwatersheds received the highest
priority for restoration, specificaly a conservation drategy that maintains and protects their high quaity
with minima short-term risk from other management actions.

The next priority for restoration were subwatersheds that historically connected loca fish populations,
that had depressed or were absent of listed fish populations, and that had relatively good geomorphic
and water qudity integrities. Restoration of these high priority subwatersheds should contribute to the
surviva and viability of fish populations at risk by providing genetic connectivity between

metapopul ations and passages for recruitment and recolonization when local stochastic events serioudy
reduce or remove a segment of the population. Populations at risk include resdent fish
metapopulations, local anadromous fish populations, and resident fish within the subwatersheds.
Management direction gpplied to these subwatersheds was intended to work toward minimizing short-
and long-term risks from management actions, while providing management emphasis compatible with
the appropriate type of restoration needed to assist in the long-term recovery of the listed fish species
and associated water qudity.

Moderate priorities for restoration included subwatersheds that had limited occupancy by listed fish

gpecies (or in some cases, none at dl), and that had reduced geomorphic and water qudity integrities.
These subwatersheds would require more effort and time to restore than those
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assigned as high priority. Management direction and emphadis provided in these subwatersheds was
designed to generaly promote the type of restoration needed to make these areas more attractive to
listed fish species. The moderate priority subwatersheds are considered important to the overal
restoration Strategy due to their potentia as conduits between loca populations, or as colonization
areas for loca populations and metapopulations. Management direction devel oped for these areas
consdered these potential beneficia functions.

Prioritization Refinement. With the resulting number of high priority subwatersheds, it was
determined that WARS had to be adjusted to further prioritize these subwatersheds and arrive a a
better blueprint as to what the highest priorities for restoration or conservation would be during this
planning period (next 10 to 15 years). Thiswas accomplished by afurther siratification based on the
number of beneficia uses and concerns associated with each subwatershed (17 possible beneficid use
counts, refer to ACS#7). For prioritization purposes, these uses and concerns were additive. The
larger the number of uses and concerns within a subwatershed, the higher the restoration priority.

At awork session in 2002, the LRMP Revision Team presented this approach to severa research fish
biologists and hydrologists (Bruce Rieman, Kerry Overton, Charlie Luce, Jack King, and Jason
Dunham) from the Forest Service Rocky Mountain Research Laboratory, Boise Laboratory.

Feedback suggested that the prioritization procedure resulted in a somewhat biased ranking favoring
anadromous fish subbasins and subwatersheds versus those with only bull trout and other native fish
species. They aso noted that, each core area or subpopulation area (equates to a subbasin) is
important to sustain/recover populations, epecidly from the perspective of conservation biology and
genetics. Therefore, they recommended that each subbasin should have its own
restoration/conservation “recovery blueprint” mapped out on a subwatershed basis. Thiswould include
a“blue print” or a“focused” set of subwatersheds for each subbasin that would incorporate recovery
principles and map the short- and long-term restoration/conservation needs to aid in the recovery of the
asociated listed and resident fish species.

| dentification of the ACS Priority Subwatersheds. The research scientist recommendations led to
the identification of the “ ACS Priority Subwatersheds’ for each subbasin (See WARS map, BA Map
[11-2). These subwatersheds represent the “highest of the high” in terms of gpplying management
direction and restoration prioritization, especidly for short-term recovery objectives. This processis
not intended to suggest that other subwatersheds with listed fish species are not important, but is rather
designed to focus management direction and restoration prioritization for the recovery of listed fish
species, their habitats and other SWRA resources. These short-term ACS priority subwatersheds,
plus the other high and moderate priority subwatersheds, are dl considered in long-term recovery
objectives.

The identification process for the ACS priority subwatersheds utilized dl the information provided by

the multi-scale PFC assessment (described under ACS Component #6) to identify the conservation
and high prioritiesfor restoration. The LRMP Revison Team met with Forest

20



and digtrict fish biologists and identified on smal subbasin maps the subwatersheds to serve asthe
short-term (3-15 years) “blueprint” for recovery of listed fish species. Additiona criteriaused to select
ACS priority subwatersheds were asfollows:

. Subwatersheds identified for a*“ conservation” restoration (see definition under ACS 7
of this Opinion) strategy automatically became ACS priority subwatersheds,

. ACS priority subwatersheds had to be hydrologicaly linked to either a strong or
depressed population of listed species (except in the subbasins without listed fish
species; then selection incorporated native cutthroat trout, wood river sculpin or
redband trout);

. In subbasins where listed fish species have limited digtribution or are absent entirely,
emphasis was placed on identifying the subwatersheds with the best aquatic habitat
adjacent to those occupied by listed or sengitive fish species;

. There was a conscious attempt to devel op anetwork of well-dispersed ACS priority
subwatersheds within the subbasin to hep limit the potentia impacts of sochastic
events on ligted fish populations; and,

. Recognition that restoration would be more effectiveif afull spectrum of activities were
focused on afeasible amount of subwatersheds (2-5 per subbasin) within the planning
period (10-15 years).

This network of ACS priority subwatersheds establishes the short-term priorities for the overall
management emphad's on recovery of listed fish species, and for the prioritization of restoration. There
were afew notable exceptions within ACS priority subwatersheds where active management or higher
risk MPCs overlay high fish and water qudity vaues, such as the Wardenhoff-Bear subwatershed in
Lower Johnson Creek (Boise NF MA #21) subbasin. In these Stuations, additional MA direction was
gpplied to further reduce potential for negative effects to listed fish species and water qudity. Examples
of thistype of additional MA direction and how it was applied to the Wardenhoff-Bear subwatershed
follows

Sandard — In the MPC 5.1 portion of the Lower Johnson Creek MA, ground-disturbing activities
associated with vegetation management actions, and associated road construction and
reconstruction, shall be designed in a manner that the project-level NEPA analysis and related BA
will demonstrate that adverse effects to TEPC species or their habitats are avoided unless
outweighed by demonstrable short- or long-term benefits to those TEPC species or their habitats.

Sandard — New roads shall not be built except to replace existing roads in RCAs or directly repair
human-caused damage to TEPC fish habitat in streams unless it can be demonstrated through the
project-level NEPA analysis and related BA that adverse effects to TEPC species or their habitats
are avoided unless outweighed by demonstrable short- or long-term benefits to those TEPC
species or their habitats.

Sandard *- New roads and landings shall be located outside of RCAsin the MPC 5.1 portion of
the Lower Johnson Creek subwatershed, unless it can be demonstrated through the project-level
NEPA analysis and related BA that:
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1 For resources that are within their range of desired conditions, the addition of a new road or
landing in an RCA shall not result in degradation to those resources unless outweighed by
demonstrable short- or long-term benefits to those resource conditions; and

2. For resources that are already in a degraded condition, the addition of anew road or landing in an
RCA shall not further degrade nor retard attainment of desired resource conditions unless
outweighed by demonstrable short- or long-term benefits to those resource conditions; and

3. Adverse effects to TEPC species or their habitats are avoided unless outweighed by demonstrable
short- or long-term benefits to those TEPC species or their habitats.
* An exception to this standard is where construction of new roadsin RCAsis required to

respond to reserved or outstanding rights, statute or treaty, or respond to emergency
situations (e.g., wildfires threatening life or property, or search and rescue operations).

Sandard — In the Lower Johnson Creek MA, except for the MPC 5.1 portion, do not reopen
classified roadsin Level 1 maintenance status or Level 2 roads that have become impassable
unlessit can be demonstrated through the project-level NEPA analysis and related BA that:

1 For resources that are within their range of desired conditions, reopening these roads for use shall
not result in degradation to those resources unless outweighed by demonstrable short- or long-
term benefits to those resource conditions; and

2. For resources that are already in a degraded condition, reopening these roads shall not further
degrade nor retard attainment of desired resource conditions unless outweighed by demonstrable
short- or long-term benefits to those resource conditions; and

3. Adverse effects to TEPC species or their habitats are avoided unless outweighed by demonstrable
short- or long-term benefits to those TEPC species or their habitats.

Where reopening these roads cannot meet these constraints, consider decommissioning. An exception to
this standard is where reopening Level 1 or 2 classified roads is required to respond to reserved or
outstanding rights, statute or treaty, or respond to emergency situations (e.g., wildfires threatening life or
property, or search and rescue operations).

Guideline - Within MPC 5.1, road construction and reconstruction may occur where needed:

1 To provide access related to reserved or outstanding rights; or

2. To respond to statute or treaty: or

3. To achieve restoration and maintenance objectives for vegetation, water quality, aquatic habitat,
or terrestria habitat; or

4. To support management actions taken to reduce wildfire risks in wildland-urban interface areas; or

5. To meet access and travel management objectives.

f. ACS#6 - Multi-scale Analysis

Introduction. To effectively prioritize key watersheds and prioritize/coordinate restoration activities
within those watersheds across the range of listed fish species, NOAA Fisheries and FWS identified
the need for multi-scale analyses. To address this need under interim direction, the NOAA Fisheries
and FWS 1998 L RMP Opinions required completion of &t least one subbasin assessment (mid-scale
andysis) per year, and one watershed analysis (fine-scde andysis) per Forest, per year (beginning in
the year 2000).
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At thisrate, the Forest Service estimated that it would take nearly two decades to complete this level of
andysis acrossthe SWIE. As support for restoration or conservation strategies for the species, this
was believed to be insufficient to make meaningful progress. Therefore, the SWIE explored other
options to devel op and assess data needed to support a plan-level ACS and to provide the foundation
for future assessments to support Revised LRMP implementation. It was critica that this process could
be accomplished within exigting funding levels, would meet required and meaningful timeframes, and be
able to be effectively and efficiently updated and adapted as new information became avalable. The
multi-scale Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) assessment was devel oped to serve this need.

Purpose of Multi-scale PFC Assessment. The PFC assessment was based on a core set of goals
and objectives at both the subbasin and subwatershed scale, an assessment continually updated over
the six-year development phase of the Revised LRMPs. A brief summary of the purposes for
conducting the multi-scae subbasin and subwatershed PFC assessments follows:

At the subbasin scale, the purposes were to:

1 Determine subbasin characterization, population and environmentd basdine PFC
conditions based on the six mgor WCI Pathways from the SWIE Matrix (LRMP
Appendix B);

2. Establish consistent subbasin-wide context for ng human and ecosystem
processes that affect aguatic habitat and water quality conditions and management
direction;

3. Assess listed fish and other native fish species status and condition at the subpopulation
and or core area, aswdll asrisks and opportunities to reduce potential unwanted
effects from management actions and land uses (e.g., road-related impacts), and to
better balance short- and long-term, and mid- and fine-scale risks;

4, Provide an undergtanding of how the project areafor listed fish speciesfitsinto the
broad-scale ecosystemn, examine relationships of this ecosystem that are gpparent only
at the mid-scale, and provide context and priority for fine-scale anayses;

5. Identify risks and opportunities to meet broad-scae (e.g. Find Basinwide Samon
Recovery Strategy, ICBEMP Science Assessment, 11T Road Dengty Anadlysis Teams
Report, etc.) and mid-scale (e.g. Draft Bull Trout Recovery Plan, 1998 NMFS LRMP
BO, etc.) objectives through subsequent site-specific management actions (e.g., status
of low road dendity areas, forest vegetation management actions associated with the
Nationa Fire Plan and the Presdent’ s Hedlthy Forest Initiative);

6. Prioritize opportunities for short- and long-term recovery of ESA-listed fish species and
de-ligting of water quaity impaired waterbodies, watershed and aquatic restoration, and
monitoring and data collection;

7. Provide the context for assessing short-term adverse effects from restoration actions
relative to long-term benefits for the ACS resources,
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Provide context for subwatershed-scae information and recommendations to support
land use planning, consultation, and lega requirements such as, NEPA, ESA, and the
CWA; and,

Serve as abasis for completing fish viability anayses (refer to LRMP BA, Chapter VI,
Effects Analysis).

At the subwatershed level, the purposes were to:

1.

2.

0.

10.

|dentify the probable existing condition of subwatersheds and aquatic systems at a
consstent scale of resolution;

|dentify subwatershed priorities within each subbasin that form a network of high-
qudity habitats that can serve as refugia, and adjacent subwatersheds with lower-
quaity habitat that can be restored and become future sources of habitat
recolonization, providing for short- and long-term recovery of listed fish pecies;
Identify consistently the type of restoration sirategy appropriate for each
subwatershed (based on the current conditions, causes of conditions, and
vulnerability) to aid in improving weter qudity and fish habitat;

Serve as abasis and rationale to apply appropriate MPCs to specific subwatersheds,
Establish a cons stent subwatershed-wide context for aguatic habitat and water qudity
management direction, including WCI identification (see ACS#2) and RCA
delineation (see ACS #3), based on the associated beneficial uses and current
conditions;

Provide the hydrologic characterization and subwatershed condition and identification
of any pollutant sources,

Evauate potentid actionsin the context of an overadl understanding of the current
conditions, capabilities, limitations, and risks of a specific subwatershed (e.g., the
short- and long-term risks to listed fish, water quality, and long-term soil productivity
associated with managing uncharacteristic wildfire conditions in wildland-urban
interface areas);

Refine management direction to address local subwatershed conditions and water
qudity and listed fish speciesvaues & risk;

Serve as subunits in completing fish viability anadlysis a the subbasin scde; and,
Serve as abasis for developing a Forest-wide monitoring plan.

Information derived through these multi-scale PFC assessments can be stepped up or stepped down to
assist in developing and applying Forest-wide gods and objectives, management direction, MPC, or
MA leve direction, while helping to set the context for project-level planning.

The multi-scale assessment process used to help develop the ACS can be easily updated as new
information becomes available. Thiswasimportant, because the assessments were intended to
continue to provide the context for project-level planning and design throughout the planning period,
accomplished according to Forest-wide SWRA Objective 17 which gtates that the WARS
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environmental basdine isto be updated every 2 years with available data and new science findings
resulting from future analyses completed a multiple scaes. These updates will ensure that the ACS
would be kept current and continue to work toward recovery of listed fish species and assist in the de-
listing of water quality impaired waterbodies.

SWIE Multi-scale PFC Approach. In development of acomprehensive ACS, the completion of a
multi-scale PFC assessment and analysis across the three Forests was necessary to address areas
without already completed subbasin or watershed analyses and to bring analytical consistency across
the SWIE. The SWIE developed amulti-scaled PFC assessment and analysi's processes to address
this need.

The process focused on SWRA resources and was one of the primary tools used to assess soil-
hydrologic function, dynamic stream equilibrium, associated aguatic habitat, and status of ESA-listed
and native fish populations for each subbasin and associated subwatershed. The level of data and
information used in this process varied across the SWIE, dependent upon available subbasin
assessments, watershed analysis, and existing Forest-level databases.

The SWIE includes dl or portions of 29 subbasins (4™ field HUCs), >180 watersheds (5" fidd
HUCs), and >670 subwatersheds (6" fiedd HUCs). Where available, data from existing subbasin
assessments and watershed analyses were used to help identify priority subwatersheds, to develop
restoration strategies, and priorities for subwatershed restoration (also refer to ACS Components #5
and #7). Subbasin assessments used for the process came from avariety of sources, including but not
limited to: those conducted under the ICBEMP protocol, Idaho Department of Water Resource - River
Basin Plans, State of Idaho Department of Environmenta Quaity subbasin assessments, Northwest
Power Planning Council (NWPPC) subbasin summaries, etc. However, subbasin assessment and
watershed andys's coverage was not complete across the entire SWIE. Table 3 identifies coveragein
those subbasins occupied by anadromous fish species, providing insght into where subbasin
assessments and watershed anayses contributed most to data and information used in this multi-scale
PFC assessment.

Table 3. Project Area Subbasinswith Anadromous Fish, Completed Subbasin Assessments,
and Per cent of Subbasinswhere Water shed Analysis Completed.

Subbasin Name Subbasin Assessment Completed ?ngﬁagﬁﬁggigﬁ
Hells Canyon Yes 0
Little Salmon River Yes 32
Lower Middle Fork Salmon No 0
Lower Salmon No 0
Middle Salmon-Chamberlain Yes 0
South Fork Salmon Yes 74
Upper Middle Fork Salmon No 82
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. . % of Water shed Analyses
Subbasin Name Subbasin Assessment Completed Completed w/in Subbasin
Upper Salmon Yes 92

The PFC assessment was the primary process used to gather and integrate information for the >670
subwatersheds within the project area that the Forest Service believed were needed to support the
comprehensve ACS to conserve listed fish species. The assessment will continue to be important over
the planning period (10 to 15 years) to ensure proper context is provided for the identification,
prioritization, development, and effects analysis of restoration and other projects asthe LRMPs are
implemented. As additiona subbasin and watershed andyses are completed, this information will be
integrated into the PFC assessment process and will adjust future restoration needs, priorities, or
management direction.

PFC Assessment Method. The PFC assessment classified priority subwatersheds, and aso
determined the appropriate type of restoration needed and its priority by subwatershed (see BA Map
[11-2, WARS). This classfication and status was founded by identifying and combining a
subwatersheds associated beneficial use indicators and current biophysica conditions within each
subwatershed. The 17 subwatershed beneficid use indicators used for this effort included:

1 Chinook salmon presence 10. Steelhead spawning/rearing

2. Sockeye salmon presence 11. Bull trout stronghold

3. Steelhead presence 12. Bull trout highly isolated population

4. Bull trout presence 13. Native cutthroat stronghold

5. Native cutthroat presence 14. Native cutthroat highly isolated population
6. Native redband trout presence 15. 303(d) impaired waterbody

7. Wood river sculpin presence 16. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLS)

8. Chinook spawning/rearing 17. Municipal supply watershed

9. Sockeye spawning/rearing

The four biophysical conditions used to describe the priority subwatersheds, the appropriate type of
subwatershed restoration, and subwatershed restoration prioritization were:

1 Geomorphic Integrity (Gl);

2. Water Quality Integrity (WQI);
3. Aquatic Integrity (Al); and

4. Subwatershed Vulnerability (SV).

Each of these four conditions was aso assgned an associated rating of high, moderate, or low. Criteria
for these ratings are described in detail in the LRMP BA (ACS Component #7).

The andyses involved an assessment of the basdline conditions (Species, ecosystem processes, and
land uses), a determination of the appropriate types of restoration based on those conditions,
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and a determination of restoration prioritization. Methodology used a the varying levels has been
described in detail in ACS Components 6 and 7 of the LRMP BA.

Summary. As described above, completion of the multi-scale PFC assessment and analysiswill bea
useful tool to manage at the broad-scale and work toward the sustainability and recovery of listed fish
species and assigt in the de-ligting of 303(d) water qudlity listed waterbodies. This multi-scale analyss
helped to show how an individual subwatershed contributed to recovery of a species within a subbasin.
The ACSisintended to present an interim recovery strategy until forma recovery plans are issued for
listed fish species. Thisandyssdso identifiesindividuad subwatersheds within alarger core area (bull
trout) or populations (anadromous fish) and provides context to the larger bull trout recovery areas, and
to the anadromous Snake River Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUS). Importantly, the multi-scale
assessment process used to help develop the ACS can be easily updated as new information becomes
available and will provide the context for project-level planning and design.

g. ACS#7 - Watershed Prioritization/Restoration Approach

I ntroduction. Fourteen ACS or assessments have been completed over the last few yearsin the
Pacific Northwest and are identified in ICBEMP s Science Assessment (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997).
The lIT Restoration Task Team (2000) provides guidance for the development of the recovery of
aquatic habitat and watershed function and focuses on “active’ retoration relying on P/l and
1995/1998 LRMP Opinions commitments for protection/passve restoration. In generd, al of the
srategies were based on smilar concepts, identified the same suite of factors and processes as
concerns, and proposed mitigation that included essentidly the same suite of planning and protective
measures. However, due to the broader scale of these efforts, what was lacking was the finer-scale
identification of the type of retoration (active, passve, or conservation [defined below]), prioritization,
or detall of information for Forest-level adminigtrative units to be able to develop appropriate
restoration or conservation management at finer scales. For the SWIE planning process, the multi-scae
PFC assessment (ACS Component #6) was devel oped to accomplish the more detailed mid- and fine-
scae andyses and provide the information needed to develop management direction that addressed
restoration and conservation needs for subwatersheds within their respective subbasins.

ACS Component #7 identifies the appropriate type of restoration needed and its priority for
subwatersheds within their respective subbasins. The multi-scale PFC assessment provided a
congstent approach across subwatersheds within the SWIE, and was akey element used to: (1) sdlect
priority subwatersheds for short- and long-term recovery of listed fish species, (2) assst in the de-listing
of water quality impaired waterbodies, and (3) place MPCswithin MAs. The gpproach involved an
assessment of the biophysical components of the subwatershed, integration of these to determine the
type of restoration gpproach, then prioritization of efforts.

Assessment of the Biophysical Components. The process of choosing arestoration or conservation
drategy began with ajudgment that determined: (1) if the subwatershed
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components had been damaged by management activities and/or natura processes to the extent that it
could not restoreitsdlf to regain its former characteristic functions and processes within an acceptable
time period; or (2) if the subwatershed components were functiondly intact (Wissmar and Beschta,
1998) The restoration prioritization was largely based on the guiding principles identified by the
interagency |I'T Restoration Task Team (2000).

The use of the subwatersheds GI, WQI, and SV ratings served as a basis for determining if a
subwatersheds components were damaged and if so, if it had the resiliency to restore itsdf naturdly to
desired conditions within an acceptable time period (rate of recovery). These ratings were used to
determine the dominant type of restoration/conservation strategies most suitable for each subwatershed.
The Al information asssted in determining the subwatersheds find restoration prioritization. Refer to
AppendicesH, I, and J of the LRMPs for amore detailed discussion of the process and methodologies
used to determine GI, WQI, SV, and Al. Refer to Chapter |11 of the LRMP BA, ACS Component #6
for more detalled discussion of the multi-scale PFC assessment and analyses.

Restoration Approach. Comprehensive restoration of the aquatic, riparian, soil and hydrologic
processes in a subwatershed was generally viewed as the overal reestablishment of a subwatersheds
functions, processes, and structures, resulting in habitat within its historica range of conditions. The
intent of the SWIE watershed restoration direction was to recognize the variability of natural systems
while: (1) securing existing habitats that support the strongest populations of wide-ranging aquatic
gpecies and the highest native diversity and geomorphic and water quality integrities; and, (2) extending
favorable conditions into adjacent subwatersheds to create alarger and more contiguous network of
suitable and productive habitats, and, 3) restoring soil-hydrologic processes to ensure favorable water
quality conditions for aguatic, riparian, and municipa beneficid uses that will contribute to the de-listing
of listed fish species and water quality limited waterbodies.

For this process, restoration approaches were divided into two categories. restoration or conservation.
They were defined asfollows:

Restoration - Holistic actions taken to move toward or return a habitat, ecosystem, or acommunity to
within its desired condition after damage resulting from anatural or anthropogenic disturbance. Generally
refersto the process of enabling the habitat, ecosystem, or community to resume acting or continuing to act
following disturbances as if the disturbances were absent. Restoration management strategies can be
active, passive, conservation, or a combination to move toward objectives.

Conservation - Isfor the protection and preservation of biotic refuges for aquatic systems and for the
recolonization of adjacent subwatersheds. Such areas provide a basis for connecting riparian and channel
ecosystems with the upland areas that are most ecologically intact and contain the best existing habitats.
Thisisusually achieved by conscious decisions to allow natural events to maintain existing conditions, or
move conditions to a desired status over time. Risks vary substantially depending on vegetation types,

natural disturbance regimes, and introduced factors such as exotic fish species.
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Restoration was further divided into two gpproaches. Active or Passive. These were defined as
folows

Active Restoration - Usually requires mechanical activities and substantial capital investment that may
include decommissioning of roads, removing culverts for sediment reduction and reopening migration
corridors, hillslope treatments to reduce accelerated soil erosion, gullies and sedimentation rates,
reestablishing streamflow regimes similar to natural ones, and mechanical trestment or management-ignited
fire to restore vegetation components to desired vegetation conditions. The objective isto create
conditions for natural hydrologic, geomorphic and biotic processes to occur (Kauffman et a. 1997; Williams
et al. 1997). Rationale for active restoration must include re-establishing natural energy and materia
exchanges between land and water, and embrace the role of natural disturbances so that diverse physical
conditions that the aquatic communities have locally adapted to can be recreated (Bisson 1998). Bisson
(1998) goes on to state that habitat improvement projects that do not take into account natural disturbance
processes are probably doomed to failure in the long-term.

Passive Restoration - Generally based on administrative actions and do not always require substantial
capital investment and can involve awide range of adjustments to human activities within a subwatershed.
It may include adjustments in recreational type and location of use, reductions in domestic livestock grazing
numbers, implementing different grazing management systems, access management reducing open road

use, etc. Sufficient time should be allowed for natural processes and functions and dynamics to restore

watershed function before implementing additional management activities.

Often policy decisons or direction can help restore ecosystem function or condition without requiring
additiond direct expenditures. Retention of connective corridors, snags, or large shade intolerant trees
such as ponderosa pine, can be done more by design than by investments. Strategies used to suppress
wildfire often have long-term results affecting pattern and structure on the landscape. Restoration of
favorable fire regimes can be achieved in part by how current fire policies are gpplied or atered.

For each subwatershed, a determination was made about the dominant type of gpproach: active
restoration, passve restoration, or conservation. Thiswas done based on the assessment of the
biophysical components and other information in the WARS database described in ACS Component
#6. Determining the appropriate type of gpproach does not suggest that it wasthe “only” type of
restoration appropriate. Rather it represented the dominant restoration type within a given
subwatershed and stepping down with project or Ste-level andyses recommending refining fina
restoration plans. See Section 111 of the LRMP BA, pages 146-147 for an overview of how the
biophysica components were used to determine the appropriate approach for each subwatershed.
Also see pages 147-149 for amore detalled discussion of why and where each of these approaches
should be considered.

Restoration Prioritization. The godsand objectives of WARS were to recognize the variability of
naturd systemswhile: (1) securing existing habitats that support the strongest populations of wide-
ranging aquatic pecies and the highest native diversity and geomorphic and water qudity integrities;
and, (2) extending favorable conditions into adjacent subwatersheds to create alarger and more
contiguous network of suitable and productive habitats, and, (3) restoring soil-hydrologic processes to
ensure favorable water quality conditions for aquatic, riparian, and municipa beneficid usesthat will
contribute to the de-listing of listed fish species and CWA
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303(d) water qudity limited waterbodies. SWRA restoration uses active or passive restoration and/or
conservation approaches, or a combination thereof, to move toward accomplishing these objectives.

According the Revised LRMPs, restoration/recovery strategies should consider humans as part of the
ecosystem and restoration process, Since success of restoration is at least partially based on how
society vaues the restoration efforts. If the socia commitment to restoration is high, then successis
likely (Jackson et d. 1995). Consequently, in setting prioritiesin the SWIE, retoration of highly
degraded subwatershedsin and of itsdf was not the only basis for priority setting as there may have
been no other socid values attached to that subwatershed. The Forest Service, maintains that
restoration priorities should be largely based on the socia values associated with the subwatersheds.
Smilarly, Williams et d. (1997) dates, “People and their communities typicaly are integra components
of the watersheds we seek to restore.” Surrogates for these socid values can be the beneficial uses
identified or the types of aquatic species within a subwatershed such as threatened, endangered or
sengtive species, that are listed based on socid vaues. Restoration activities should involve the entire
subwatershed and enhance many resources, not just the benefitting function that contributes the funding
or initiatesthe action. The type (active, passve, or conservation) and priority level (low, moderate, or
high) of restoration or conservation Strategy should significantly contribute to the de-listing of 303(d)
listed stream segments, implementing the TMDL watershed restoration plans, and recovery or
protection of at-risk fish gpecies. TMDL-assigned subwatersheds were assumed to be “functioning at
risk” or “functioning at unacceptable risk” due to the fact that land disturbances were deemed sgnificant
enough to warrant 303(d) listing and development of TMDLSs. However, individud subwatersheds
within a TMDL-assgned subbasin may be “Functioning Appropriatdy.” Therefore, in thisandysis
these areas should have received high priority levels of active or passve restoration, depending upon
the individualy assgned subwatershed PFC ratings.

Subwatershed restoration prioritization was largely based on the socid vaues identified with beneficia
uses sarving as surrogates for thisindicator. The following identifies the determination of subwatershed
restoration priorities:

A High Priority

1 Subwatersheds that contain part of stronghold for chinook salmon, sockeye salmon,
steelhead trout, bull trout, or native cutthroat trout; or,

2. Anadromous Fish Spawning or Rearing Habitat; or,

3. Highly Isolated Local Population of bull trout; or,

4, Native cutthroat trout; or,

5. TMDL Watershed Restoration Plan in place

B. Moderate Priority

1 Those subwatersheds that contain any current presence of anadromous species and bull
trout, including migratory habitat; or,

2. Those subwatersheds that contain any current presence of native cutthroat trout species;
or,

3. Designated Critical Habitat for Snake River sockeye or chinook salmon; or,
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4, Identification as a 303(d) Water Quality Impaired Waterbody; or,

5. Those subwatersheds that contain portions of amunicipal supply watershed.
C. Low Priority
1 All remaining subwatersheds.

The WARS Map (LRMP BA Map 111-2) spatialy displays the salected type of subwatershed
restoration and restoration priority within their repective subbasins.

h. ACS#8 - Monitoring & Adaptive Management

The long-term ACS devel oped as part of LRMP Revision includes a comprehensive strategy for the
recovery and conservation of listed, proposed and sensitive aquatic species, and includes a spatidly
dratified and prioritized recovery srategy. This ACSis based on an adaptive management process
that alows for incorporation and integration of new informeation over time.

Adaptive Management. Forest Service planning regulations require that plans be revised every 10-
to 15-years [36 CFR 219.10(g)]. One of the lessons learned from implementing the previous LRMPs
isthat plans need to be dynamic. In response to this need, the revised LRMPs for the SWIE took a
proactive approach to ecosystem management with an adaptive management strategy to effectively
move toward and maintain ecologicd integrity and socid and economic resiliency. Theintent of future
management isto use a continuing process of planning, implementing, monitoring, evauating, and
incorporating new knowledge into LRMP planning to address the following:

1 Changes in resource conditions, such from large-scale wildfires or the introduction of new noxious
weed species;
2. Changes in distribution or abundance of listed species under the ESA, or on the Regiona

Sensitive Species List. Also, listings of new species or de-listings;

3. Changesin laws, regulations, rules, or policies governing nationa forest management;
4, Changes in knowledge about forest management from new information, research, or experience; or,
5. Changesiin listing status of water quality limited waterbodies.

The need for amending or revisng direction in the Revised LRMPs will be based on three scales of
monitoring:

1 Ongoing Broad- and Mid-scale Monitoring Programs. Continue implementation of ongoing
programs [e.g., Interagency Implementation Team (I1T) Biological Opinion efforts, NWPPC
subbasin planning, Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy, and State water quality efforts];

2. LRMP Monitoring and Evaluation Efforts. Chapter IV of each revised LRMP includes a detailed
discussion of the proposed monitoring and evaluation efforts that have been designed to assess
the effectiveness of LRMP direction and accomplishment of restoration objectives; and,

3. Project-level Monitoring Plans. Designed to evaluate implementation and effectiveness of LRMP
direction, assess impacts on site-specific resources of concern, and gather baseline data.
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Loca monitoring found in the Revised LRMPs and project implementation would avoid duplication, but
be compatible with broad- and mid-scale efforts. For example, monitoring under the proposed Federa
Action would build upon the current 11T monitoring being conducted across the SWIE. The SWIE
would work with the II'T Monitoring Task Team to make the Federd Action and I1T monitoring as
complementary as possible. Because the [1T implementation monitoring data are based on the specific
directions of P/1, it cannot be used directly for the Federal Action; however, it may be possble to use
the same or smilar format to dlow SWIE implementation monitoring data to be aggregated to the basin
level with the rest of the implementation monitoring data.

The lIT effectiveness monitoring team will continue its basin-level sampling, of which a percentage of
subwatersheds fdl within the SWIE. The effectiveness monitoring team is currently projecting to
sample 226 subwatersheds across the SWIE over the 5-year sampling cycle. This number represents
approximately 34% of the subwatersheds in the SWIE. The SWIE Forests will conduct their
implementation monitoring in the same subwatersheds that are monitored for 1T effectiveness
monitoring, Snce without it, the andyss of the baan-levd effectiveness of implementing management of
P/, or the SWIE ACS, cannot be conducted.

The SWIE Forests also propose monitoring subwatersheds in addition to those of the II T sample
scheme to determine response to management direction and accomplishments of ACS restoration
priorities. Thiswould be based on the monitoring questions outlined in Chapter IV of the LRMPs.
ACS priority subwatersheds for active restoration would be an emphasis for most aquatic resource
monitoring. However, monitoring would aso be focused in high and moderate/active restoration and
conservation/passve retoration subwatersheds, to track changesin the environmenta basdline over
time.

The Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) framework will be used by the SWIE to accomplish
adaptive management.

CAP Process. Thefirg round of planning in the 1980s required that each Forest build a plan from
scratch. This effort became an al-consuming task for the Forest Service and required a big budget,
many employees, and lots of time. Asthe time came to revise these first generation plans, planning
philosophy evolved to fit the task at hand and available budget and work force.

It isimportant to remember that the Forest Service is proposing changes to LRMPs that have aready
been developed and implemented. Therefore, there have been years to determine what direction is
working and what changes need to be made. In revising the LRMPs, the Forest Service focused on
those areas that must be reviewed in accordance with Federd regulations, and on critica issues
identified through new information, monitoring, and public concerns.

The regulations focus the revision process, “ The Forest Supervisor shal determine the mgor public
issues, management concerns, and resource use and development opportunities to be addressed in the
planning process’ [36 CFR 219.12(b)]. Throughout the revision process, only
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those portions of the LRMP that were identified as needing change were addressed. Budget
considerations were also used to validate that aternatives developed were appropriate for detailed
congderation.

In June 1990, the Forest Service, in coordination with The Conservation Foundation and Department
of Forestry and Natura Resources at Purdue University, published recommendations on how to
improve the planning process. After reviewing the Land Management Planning Critique, Region 4 of
the Forest Service adopted a more adaptive planning process, known as CAP. There are three
primary goals of this process:

1 Work more collaboratively with customers and the interested public to achieve shared land
management expectations;

2. Use the revision effort to create adaptive LRMPs that will meet current management needs but can
be readily amended with new information; and,

3. Effectively and efficiently utilize information and analysis across scales to improve land
management.

The Forest Service has aready forged a strong beginning for the CAP process by adopting ecosystem
management, responding to monitoring results and public concerns, changing MAs and direction,
making the LRMPs more flexible, and incorporating new and vauable information from awide variety
of sources. This process will continue throughout the next planning period with the formation of a
permanent CAP Team, comprised of SWIE employees, whose duties will include:

1 Fine-tuning LRMP direction and effectiveness with amendments as needed,;

2. Evaluating Forest-wide effectiveness and validation monitoring, reporting results, and making any
necessary changes to LRMPs; and,

3. Addressing broad-scale issues that were not covered in detail during LRMP revision, such astravel

management planning.

C. Description of the Action Area

An action areais defined by NOAA Fisheries regulations (50 CFR Part 402) as“dl areasto be
affected directly or indirectly by the Federd Action and not merely the immediate area involved in the
action.” For anadromous fish, the action area affected by the proposed action includes dl habitat within
eight subbasins (4" fidd hydrologic units). The subbasin names and hydrologic unit codes (HUCs) for
esch of the subbasins within the anadromous fish action area have been included below in Table 4. In
addition to the project area, the Forest Service defined the action area to include additiona adjoining
subbasins outside the SWIE, where there is a potentia for straying and recolonization by fish originating
within the SWIE. The Pahameroi, Lemhi, and Middle Samon-Panther subbasins were included in the
action areafor this reason. For the purpose of this Opinion, NOAA Fisheries has redefined the action
areato not include these additiond subbasins, including only the mainstem Samon River through these
subbasins, the only portion of these subbasins downstream from the proposed action that would be
potentially affected by the action as proposed. The action area serves as migratory corridor for
juveniles and adults, spawning, and rearing for EFH and the sdimonid ESUs listed in Tables 5 and 6.
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Table4. Subbasinswithin the Action Areafor the Southwest | daho Ecogroup (SWIE)
Occupied by ESA-listed Anadromous Fish Species.

Basin 4" Field HUC - Subbasin Name

Snake River Basin 17060101~ Hells Canyon

17060201 - Upper Salmon

17060205- Upper Middle Fork Salmon

17060206 - Lower Middle Fork Salmon

Salmon River Basin 17060207 - Middle Salmon-Chamberlain

17060208 - South Fork Salmon River

17060209 - Lower Salmon

17060210 - Little Salmon River

D. Assumptions
For consderation in the effects andyss, NOAA Fisheries assumed the following:

1. ESA Section 7 consultation will continue to take place according to Streamlining Procedures
(USDA Forest Service et. d, 1999) or other similar agreed upon process.

2. Standards developed under P/1, and the 1995/1998 LRMP Biological Opinions provided a suite of
protective standards that adequately avoided/minimized adverse effects to ESA-listed fish species
and their habitats. These protective standards provided the components of a short-term ACS
specificaly desgned “to maintain or improve the environmental basding” while along-term srategy
was developed that included a “ comprehengve restoration and management strategy for
watersheds with anadromous fish” (NMFS, 1998). By continuing to apply the bulk of these
protective standards, or their equivaent, environmental basdinesin watersheds containing listed
anadromous fish should continue to be maintained or improved.

3. NMFS 1998 LRMP Opinion dso gtated, “A maor weaknessin PACFISH has been, and il is,
the lack of acomprehensve ACS for listed anadromousfish. ... Indefinite extenson of PACFISH,
ddays the recovery of sdlmon and steelhead, and increases the risk that key population segments
will beirretrievably lost. PACHSH maintains a fragmented network of habitats and degraded
habitat conditions where they presently exig, ...”. Thusthe assumption is development of along-
term “ comprehendgve restoration and management strategy for watersheds with anadromous fish”
that includes protective and conservation direction, as well as restoration is essentid to the recovery
of lig anadromous fish.

4. P/, and the 1998 LRMP Opinions followed the approach of prescribing use of watershed andysis
for specific tasks (e.g. delinestion of RHCAS in priority watersheds other than by
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using the “interim” values) or under specific circumstances (e.g. proposed timber sales planned in
RHCAs in priority watersheds). This prescriptive gpproach reduced questions regarding the
consgstency and adequacy of analysis by requiring one agreed upon method of andysis for specified
Stuaions that potentialy involve risk to the listed species or their habitat. Alternative gpproaches,
however, may be possible or needed in some circumstances. The assumption is, regardless of the
gpproach used, the objectives of watershed analysis can be met during the course of Forest Plan
implementation (refer to the January 30, 2003, “Findings of the Southwest I1daho (SM) Forest
Plan Revision Aquatics Review Team” [USDA et a 2003)).

. The“Framework for Implementation of the Southwest Idaho Land and Resource
Management Plans, Boise Payette and Sawtooth National Forests’ (USDA Forest Service €.
a, 2003) will be developed and implemented. “The framework would be designed to ensure that
broad gods and objectives for species conservation incorporated in each of the three Plans are
redlized a finer scales on these Forests.” The resulting “Framework” process “will provide the
information at the mid- (subbasin) and fine-scaes (watershed/subwatershed) needed to inform
project development and consultation at the Site (project) scale.”

. The“Framework” process will be one of the key dternative approaches to traditiona watershed
andysistha will be used in the implementation of the Revised LRMPs to achieve the objectives of
watershed anaysis (refer to the January 30, 2003, “Findings of the SM Forest Plan Revision
Aquatics Review Team”).

. The*“Framework” will include a process and frequency for updating information that ensures
broad-scale goa's and objectives for species conservation and changes in environmental basdines
within the SWIE are kept sufficiently current to inform project development and consultation at the
site (project) scale.

II. ENDANGERED SPECIESACT BIOLOGICAL OPINION

The objective of this Opinion isto determine whether the Revison of the SWIE LRMPsislikdy to
jeopardize the continued existence of the Snake River steelhead, sockeye salmon, spring/summer
chinook salmon, fal chinook sdmon, or destroy or adversaly modify designated critical habitat.

A. Evaluating the Effects of the Proposed Action

The standards for determining jeopardy and destruction or adverse modification of critica habitat are
st forth in section 7(8)(2) of the ESA as defined by 50 CFR 402.02 (the consultation regulations). In
conducting andlyses of habitat-atering actions under section 7 of the ESA, NOAA Fisheries usesthe
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following steps of the consuiltation regulations and when appropriate? combine them with the Habitat
Approach (NMFS 1999): (1) consider the status and biological requirements of the listed species; (2)
describe the environmentd basdine in the action area and evauate its relevance to the species current
datus, (3) determine the effects of the proposed or continuing action on the species, and whether the
action is congstent with the available recovery strategy; and (4) determine whether the species can be
expected to survive with an adequate potentia for recovery under the effects of the proposed or
continuing action, the effects of the environmenta basdine, and any cumulative effects, and condgdering
measures for surviva and recovery specific to other life stages. In completing this step of the analysis,
NOAA Fisheries determines whether the action under consultation, together with dl cumulative effects
when added to the environmental basdine, is likely to jeopardize the ESA-listed species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of critica habitat. If either or both are found step 5 occurs. In step
5, NOAA Fisheries may identify reasonable and prudent dternatives for the action that avoid jeopardy
and/or destruction or adverse modification of critica habitat, if any exidts,

The fourth step above requires atwo-part anadyss. Thefirst part focuses on the action areaand
defines the proposed action’s effects in terms of the species biologica requirementsin thet area (i.e.,
impacts on essentia habitat features). The second part focuses on the speciesitsdlf. 1t describes the
action’simpact on individua fish—or populations, or both—and places that impact in the context of the
ESU asawhole. Ultimatdy, the andyss seeks to answer the questions of whether the proposed action
islikely to jeopardize alisted species continued existence or destroy or adversely modify its critica
habitat.

Part of developing Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives and Reasonable and Prudent Measuresis
consideration of how the proposed action meets recovery goas. Recovery planning is underway for
listed sdmonids in the Northwest with technica recovery teamsidentified for each domain. Recovery
planning will help identify measures to conserve listed pecies and increase their surviva at each life
sage. NOAA Fisheries dso intends recovery planning to identify the areas/stocks most critical to
gpecies conservation and recovery and to thereby enable evauation of proposed actions on the basis of
their effects on those critical areas and stocks.

1. Biologicd Requirementsin the Action Area

The listed species biologica requirements may be described in anumber of different ways. For
example, they can be expressed in terms of population viability usng such variables as aratio of recruits
to spawners, asurviva rae for agiven life stage (or set of life stages), a positive population trend, or a
threshold population size. Biologica requirements may aso be described as essentia habitat features

2 The Habitat Approach (NOAA Fisheries 1999) isintended to provide guidance to NOAA staff for
conducting analyses, and to explain the analytical process to interested readers. As appropriate, the Habitat
Approach may be integrated into the body of Opinions. NOAA staff are encouraged to share the Habitat Approach
document with colleagues from other agencies and private entities who are interested in the premises and analysis
methods.
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and can be expressed in terms of physical, chemicd, and biological parameters. The manner in which
these requirements are described varies according to the nature of the action under consultation and its
likely effects on the species or its critical habitat.

The first ssep NOAA Fisheries uses when gpplying ESA section 7(9)(2) to the listed ESUs considered
in this Opinion includes defining the species’ biologica requirements within the action area. Relevant
biologicd requirements are those necessary for the listed ESU's to survive and recover to naturdly-
reproducing population sizes at which protection under the ESA would become unnecessary. This will
occur when populations are large enough to safeguard the genetic diversity of the listed ESUs, enhance
their capacity to adapt to various environmenta conditions, and alow them to become sdf-sugtaining in
the naturd environment. See Table 5 for alisting of the interim recovery targets established by NOAA
Fisheries for ESA-listed fish species potentialy affected by the proposed action (NMFS 2002). The
survival and recovery of these specieswill depend on their ahility to persst through periods of low
neturd survival.

Table5. Interim Recovery Targets Established Acrossthe SWIE for ESA-listed Fish Species
under NOAA Fisheries Jurisdiction (NMFES 2002).

ESU/Spawning Aggr egation Interim Recovery Target
Snake River Spring/summer Chinook Salmon 41,900
Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon 2,500
Snake River Steelhead 53,700
. 1,000 spawnersin one lake;
Snake River Sockeye Samon 500 spawnerslyear in 2™ lake.

The Revised LRMPs would occur within designated critical habitat delineated for these chinook and
sockeye sdimon ESUs. Freshwater critical habitat includes al waterways, substrates, and adjacent
riparian areas below longstanding, natural impassable barriers (i.e,, naturd waterfalsin exisence for a
least severd hundred years) and dams that block access to former habitat. Riparian areas adjacent to a
gream provide the following functions: shade, sediment ddlivery/ filtering, nutrient or chemica
regulation, streambank stability, and input of large woody debris or organic matter.

Essentid habitat features of critical habitat for the affected listed peciesinclude: (1) Subdtrate, (2)
water qudity, (3) water quantity, (4) water temperature, (5) water velocity, (6) cover/shdlter, (7) food
(juvenile only), (8) riparian vegetation, (9) space, and (10) safe passage conditions. All of these
essentid features of critical habitat areincluded in aNMFS (1996) anays's framework called Making
Endangered Species Act Determinations of Effect for Individual or Grouped Actions at the
Water shed Scale as discussed in more detail in Section 11.B.1. The Forest Service used this Matrix to
evauate the environmental basdline condition, and effects of the action on essentid habitat features for
affected ESA-listed fish species.
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2. Status of Species

In the first step, NOAA Fisheries dso considers the current status of the listed species taking into
account population size, trends, distribution, and genetic diversity. To assess the current status of the
listed gpecies within the action area, NOAA Fisheries starts with the determinations made in its decision
to list the speciesin the first place and dso considers any new data thet is relevant to the determination.
This section coversthe listing satus, generd life history, and population trends of the species, that may
be affected by the proposed actions.

The LRMP Revisons have been found, by the action agency, likely to adversdly affect the ESA-listed
gpecies and designated critica habitat identified below in Table 6. Based on the life histories of these
ESUs it islikdy that incubating egg, juvenile, smolt, and adult life stages of each of these listed species
would be adversdly affected by the Revised LRMPs.

Table 6. Referencesfor Additional Background on Listing Status, Protective Regulations,
and Critical Habitat Elementsfor the ESA-Listed and Candidate Species Considered in this
Consultation.

Protective

Critical Habitat .
Regulations

Species ESU Status

Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha)

Snake River fal Threatened; December 28, 1993; July 10, 2000; 65
April 22, 1992; 58 FR 68543 FR 42422
57 FR 146533
Snake River spring/summer Threatened; October 25, 1999; July 10, 2000; 65
April 22, 1992; 64 FR 57399* FR 42422
57 FR 14653
Sockeye salmon (O. nerka)
Snake River Endangered; December 28, 1993; ESA section 9
November 20, 1991; 58 FR 68543 applies
56 FR 58619
Steelhead (O. mykiss)
Snake River Basin Threatened; N/A July 10, 2000; 65
August 18, 1997; FR 42422
62 FR 43937

ranges.

Napias Creek Falls, anaturally impassable barrier.
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a. Shake River Sockeye Salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka)

The Snake River sockeye sdlmon ESU was listed as endangered on November 20, 1991,

(56 FR 58619) and includes populations of sockeye salmon from the Snake River basin, Idaho (extant
populations occur only in the Salmon River subbasin). Under NOAA Fisheries interim policy on
artificid propagation (58 FR 17573), the progeny of fish from alisted population that are propagated
atificially are consdered part of the listed species and are protected under ESA. Thus, athough not
specificaly designated in the 1991 listing, Snake River sockeye sdmon produced in the captive
broodstock program are included in the listed ESU.

Snake River sockeye sdmon enter the Columbia River in late soring and early summer and reach the
spawning lakes in late summer and early fdl. The entire mainsem Samon River has been designated as
critical habitat for sockeye sadmon (57 FR 68543, December 28, 1993), but al spawning and rearing
habitat is located in the Upper Samon subbasin.

Higtoricaly Snake River sockeye sdmon were found in headwater lakes dong tributaries of the Snake
River including: five lakes in the upper Sdmon River drainage, Payette Lake on the North Fork Payette
River, and Wallowa Lake on the Grande Ronde River. Sockeye may have aso used Warm Lake, a
tributary lake of the South Fork Salmon River. Within the Upper Saimon subbasin, sockeye sdmon
were found in Redfish, Alturas, Pettit, Stanley, and possibly Y elowbely Lakes (Chapman et d. 1990).
Sockeye sdmon pass Bonneville Dam from June 1 to July 31, and Lower Granite Dam from June 25 to
August 30, on their 850-mile migration to Spawning grounds of the upper SAmon River.

Snake River sockeye sdmon have declined dramaticaly as aresult of fishery management palicy,
overharvest, hydropower-caused mortdity, and irrigation water withdrawas. Only the lakes of the
upper Samon River basin remain as potential sockeye producers. Payette Lakes and Wallowa Lake
are blocked to sockeye by hydropower or irrigation dams (Chapman et al. 1990). Sockeye accessto
the Payette basin was diminated in 1923 with the congtruction of Black Canyon Dam. The Sunbeam
Dam on the SAmon River blocked sockeye from Redfish Lake and dl other Lakes in the upper Sdmon
River from 1910 to 1934. The run was reestablished by anadromous kokanee by the late 1940's after
the dam was breached. Irrigation diversonsin Alturas Lake Creek diminated return of sockeyeto
Alturas Lake. In 1997, the Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) removed the irrigation diversion to help with
reintroduction effortsto Alturas Lake.

The IDFG poisoned and eradicated kokanee/sockeye in Y ellowbdly, Pettit, and Stanley lakesto
convert the lakes to trout production. IDFG introduced Montana and Pend O'reille kokanee to
Redfish Lakein the 1940's, and introduced Babine Lake sockeye to at least Alturas and Stanley lakes
inthe early 1980's.

Based on criticaly low population numbers, IDFG in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries, Shoshone-
Bannock Tribe, Bonneville Power Adminigration, Univerdty of 1daho, and others
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initiated a conservation program in 1991. A captive brood program was established for the
reintroduction of sockeye into Redfish Lake, Pettit Lake, and Alturas Lake. There are currently no
plans to expand the program to include Stanley or Ydlowbely Lakes.

Escapement of sockeye salmon to the Snake River has declined dramatically in the last severd
decades. Adult counts at Ice Harbor Dam declined from 3,170 in 1965 to zero in 1990 (57 FR
68543). At Redfish Lake Creek, adult counts dropped from 4,361 in 1955 to fewer than 500 after
1957 (Bjornn et a. 1968). A tota of 16 wild sockeye salmon returned to Redfish Lake between 1991
and 2000. In 2001, 55 adult sockeye were counted at Lower Granite Dam (Fish Passage Center
2002), with 26 fish returning to trapping sitesin the Stanley Basin (Redfish Lake or Sawtooth
Hatchery) (Pollard 2003). 1n 2002, 52 adult sockeye were counted at Lower Granite Dam (Fish
Passage Center 2002), with 23 fish returning to trapping sites in the Upper Stanley Basin (Pollard
2003).

Sockeye survival from smolt to adult has declined by an estimated 74-81% since the early 1960's,
correlated with hydropower development. NOAA Fisheries has not estimated the risk of absolute
extinction for the Snake River sockeye sdlmon (though the estimates were made for the other listed
species, see below) because this ESU is currently at extremely low abundances and maintained through
a captive broodstock program (McClure et a. 2000).

b. Snhake River Soring/Summer Chinook Salmon (O. tshawytscha)

The Snake River soring/summer chinook salmon ESU, listed as threatened on April 22, 1992

(67 FR 14653), includes dl naturd-origin populations in the Tucannon, Grande Ronde, Imnaha, and
Sdmon Rivers. Someor dl of the fish returning to severd of the hatchery programs are dso listed
including those returning to the Tucannon River, Imnaha, and Grande Ronde hatcheries, and to the
Sawtooth, Pahameroi, and McCall hatcheries on the Sdmon River. Critica habitat was designated for
Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon on December 28, 1993

(58 FR 68543).

In the SWIE, spawning and rearing spring/summer chinook salmon occur in awide range of streams
across the Sdmon River subbasin. Bevan et d (1994) estimated the number of wild adult Snake River
spring/summer chinook salmon in the late 1800s to be more than 1.5 million fish annudly. By the
1950s, the population had declined to an estimated 125,000 adults. Escapement estimates indicate that
the population continued to decline through the 1970s. Redd count data also show that the populations
continued to decline through about 1980.
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Snake River wild spring/summer chinook salmon runs, as counted at the Lower Granite dam, have
dwindled from an average of about 60,000 adultsin the early to mid-1960s to a few thousand in recent
years. Over thelast 10 years (1992 to 2001), which includes the year of listing (1992), returns of
wild/naturd fish ranged from 183 in 1994, to 12,475 in 2001 and averaged 3,314. The estimated
smoalt production capacity of 10 million smolts for riversin Idaho, coupled with historic amolt-to-adult
return rates of two percent to six percent, indicate Idaho could produce wild/natural runs of 200,000 to
600,000 adults (Fish Passage Center 2002). The recent low numbers are reflected throughout the
entire digtribution of the chinook salmon subpopulations scattered throughout the Grande Ronde,
Imnaha, and Samon River Basins. The percentage of adult fish that actualy return to the upper Sdmon
River above North Fork of the Sdmon River is gpproximatdly five percent of upper SAmon River
juvenile fish passing Lower Granite Dam (Bjornn et d 1996).

Even though in 2001 and 2002 there were record returns (hatchery and natura origin combined),
naturd origin fish numbers are in generd very low in comparison to higoric levels (Bevan et d 1994).
Average returns of adult Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon (averaging 3,314 over the last 10
years) are also low in comparison to interim target species recovery levels of 41,900 for the Snake
River Basn (NMFS 2002). The low returns amplify the importance that ahigh leve of protection be
afforded to each adult chinook salmon, particularly because avery smal percentage of sdmon survive
to the life stage of areturning, spawning adult, and because these fish are in the find stage of redizing
their reproductive potentia (approximately 2,000 to 4,000 progeny per adult).

NOAA Fisheries estimates that the median population growth rate (lambda) for the Snake River
gpring/summer chinook ESU as awhole, from 1980-1997, ranges from 0.96, assuming no
reproduction by hatchery fish in the wild, to 0.80, assuming that hatchery fish reproduce in the river at
the same rate aswild fish (Tables B-2aand B-2b in McClure et . 2000). The proportion of hatchery
fish in the Snake River spring/summer chinook population has been increasing with time; consequently,
growth rates for the wild spring/summer chinook population are overestimated unless corrected for
hatchery influence. The degree of hatchery influence is unknown. NOAA Fisheries estimated the risk
of absolute extinction consdering arange of assumptions about the relaive effectiveness of hatchery
fish. At thelow end, assuming that hatchery fish spawning in the wild have not reproduced (i.e.,
hatchery effectiveness = 0), the risk of absolute extinction within 100 yearsis 0.40 for Snake River
chinook (Table B-5in McClure et d. 2000). At the high end, assuming that the hatchery fish spawning
in the wild have been as productive as wild-origin fish (hatchery effectiveness = 100%), the risk of
absolute extinction within 100 yearsis 1.00 (Table B-6 in McClure et d. 2000).

c. Shake River Fall Chinook Salmon (O. tshawytscha)

The Snake River fdl chinook salmon ESU, listed as threatened on April 22, 1992, (67 FR 14653),
includes dl naturd populations of fal chinook samon in the maingem Snake River below Hdll's
Canyon Dam, and the Tucannon, Grande Ronde, Imnaha, Salmon, and Clearwater Rivers. Fdl
chinook from the Lyons Ferry Hatchery areincluded in the ESU but are not listed. Critical habitat was
designated for Snake River fdl chinook salmon on December 28, 1993, (58 FR 68543).
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The historic didtribution of fall chinook salmon islimited in the SWIE, occurring only on the Payette NF
in large maingtem rivers and tributaries to the Sneke and Salmon Rivers. The current digtribution of fal
chinook salmon potentidly affected by the Revised LRMPsis located dong the lower/middle main
Sdmon River, from the mouth upstream to gpproximately its confluence with French Creek. Counts of
returning wild fall chinook sdlmon at Lower Granite Dam from 1975 through 1980 averaged 600 fish
per year (Wapleset a. 1991). From 1985 to 1999 an average of 459 naturaly produced fall chinook
sdmon reached Lower Granite Dam (USDI BLM 2000). In recent years, two fdl chinook satellite
hatchery facilities have been operated on the Snake River to increase the numbers of fal chinook
sdmon. The facilities are used to acclimate and release one-year smalts from Lyons Ferry hatchery.

The Snake River component of the fal chinook run has been increasing during the past few yearsas a
result of the hatchery and supplementation efforts in the Snake and Clearwater River basins. Greater
than 15,000 adult fall chinook were counted past the two lower projects with about 12,400 counted
above Lower Granite Dam. These adult returns are about triple the 10-year average a these Snake
River projects (Fish Passage Center 2002). Detailed information on the current range-wide status of
Snake River chinook sdmon under the environmenta baseline, is described in the chinook salmon
satus review (Myers et a. 1998).

NOAA Fisheries estimates that the median population growth rate (lambda) for the Snake River fall
chinook ESU as awhole, from 1980-1997, ranges from 0.94, assuming no reproduction by hatchery
fish in the wild, to 0.86, assuming that hatchery fish reproduce in theriver at the same rate aswild fish
(Tables B-2aand B-2b in McClure et a. 2000). The proportion of hatchery fish in the Snake River fall
chinook population has been increasing with time; consequently, growth rates for the wild fall chinook
population are overestimated unless corrected for hatchery influence. The degree of hatchery influence
isunknown. NOAA Fisheries estimated the risk of absolute extinction considering arange of
assumptions about the relative effectiveness of hatchery fish. At thelow end, assuming that hatchery
fish spawning in the wild have not reproduced (i.e., hatchery effectiveness = 0), the risk of absolute
extinction within 100 yearsis 0.40 for Snake River chinook (Table B-5 in McClure et a. 2000). At the
high end, assuming that the hatchery fish spawning in the wild have been as productive as wild-origin
fish (hatchery effectiveness = 100%), the risk of absolute extinction within 100 yearsis 1.00 (Table B-6
in McClure et a. 2000).

d. Shake River Seelhead (O. mykiss)

The Snake River steelhead ESU, listed as threatened on August 18, 1997 (62 FR 43937), includes dl
natura-origin populations of steelhead in the Snake River basin of Southeast Washington, northeast
Oregon, and Idaho. None of the hatchery stocks in the Snake River basin are listed, but severd are
included inthe ESU. Critica habitat for Snake River sedhead was adminigratively withdrawn on April
30, 2002, therefore critica habitat is not designated at thistime.

Natural runs of Snake River stedlhead have been declining in abundance over the past decades. Some
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of the sgnificant factors in the declining populations are mortdity associated with the many dams dong
the Columbia and Snake Rivers, losses from harvest, loss of access to more than 50% of their historic
range, and degradation of habitat used for spawning and rearing. Possible genetic introgression from
hatchery stocks is another threat to Snake River steelhead since wild fish comprise such asmdl
proportion of the population. Additiond information on the biology, status, and habitat eements for
Snake River steelhead are described in Busby et d. (1996).

The 2000 and 2001 counts at Lower Granite Dam indicate a two-year increase in returning adult
spawners. Adult returns (hatchery and wild) in 2001 were the highest in 25 years and

2000 counts were the sixth highest on record (Fish Passage Center 2001a). Increased levels of adult
returns are likely aresult of favorable ocean and instream flow conditions for these cohorts. Although
steelhead numbers have dramatically increased, wild steelhead comprise only

10% to 20% of the totd returns since 1994. Consequently, the large increase in fish numbers does not
reflect a change in stedhead status based on higtoric levels. Recent increases in the population are not
expected to continue, and the long-term trend for this species indicates a decline.

Surviva of downstream migrants in 2001 was the lowest ance 1993. Low surviva was due to record
low water run-off, and dimination of spills from the Snake River damsto meet hydropower demands
(Fish Passage Center 2001b). Average downstream travel times for steelhead nearly doubled and
were among the highest observed since recording began in 1996. Consequently, wide fluctuationsin
population numbers are expected over the next few years when adults from recent cohorts return to
spawning aress. Detailed information on the current range-wide status of Snake River sedhead, under
the environmental baseling, is described in the steehead satus review (Busby et d. 1996), Satus
review update (BRT 1997), and the draft Clearwater Subbasin Summary (CBFWA 2001).

NOAA Fisheries estimates that the median population growth rate (lambda) for the Snake River
steelhead ESU as awhole, from 1980-1997, ranges from 0.91, assuming no reproduction by hatchery
fish in the wild, to 0.70, assuming that hatchery fish reproduce in the river at the same rate aswild fish
(Tables B-2aand B-2b in McClure et d. 2000). The proportion of hatchery fish in the Snake River
steelhead population has been increasing with time; consequently, growth rates for the wild steelhead
population are overestimated unless corrected for hatchery influence. The degree of hatchery influence
isunknown. NOAA Fisheries estimated the risk of absolute extinction for the A- and B-runs,
congdering arange of assumptions about the relative effectiveness of hatchery fish. At thelow end,
assuming that hatchery fish spawning in the wild have not reproduced (i.e., hatchery effectiveness = 0),
the risk of absolute extinction within

100 yearsis 0.01 for A-run steelhead and 0.93 for B-run fish (Table B-5in McClure et a. 2000). At
the high end, assuming that the hatchery fish spawning in the wild have been as productive as wild-origin
fish (hatchery effectiveness = 100%), the risk of absolute extinction within 100 yearsis 1.00 for both
runs (Table B-6 in McClure et d. 2000).

3. Environmentd Basdinein the Action Area
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The environmenta basdine is defined as. “the past and present impacts of dl Federd, Sate, or private
actions and other human activitiesin the action area, including the anticipated impacts of al proposed
Federd projectsin the action area that have undergone section 7 consultation and the impacts of state
and private actions that are contemporaneous with the consultation in progress’ (50 CFR 402.02). In
dep 2 of NOAA Fisheries andyss, it evaluates the rlevance of the environmenta basdinein the
action areato the species current status. 1n describing the environmenta baseling, NOAA Fisheries
evauates essentid habitat features of designated critica habitat and the listed sdlmonid ESUs affected
by the proposed action.

It is helpful to discuss the environmentd basdinein light of the species essentia habitat feetures. For
proposed actions that affect habitat, NOAA Fisheries often characterizes essentid habitat featuresin
terms of a concept called properly functioning condition (PFC). PFC is the sustained presence of
natura habitat-forming processesin awatershed (e.g., riparian community succession, bedload
transport, precipitation runoff pattern, channel migration) that are necessary for the long-term surviva of
the species through the full range of environmentd variation. PFC, then, condtitutes the habitat
component of aspecies biologica requirements. The indicators of PFC vary between different
landscapes based on unique physiographic and geologic features.

In generd, the environment for listed speciesin the Columbia River Badin, including those that migrate
past or spawn downstream from the action area, has been dramatically affected by the development
and operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS). Forestry, farming, grazing,
road congtruction, mining, and urbanization have aso radicaly reduced the quantity and quaity of
historic habitat conditionsin much of the basin. To address problems inhibiting sdimonid recovery in
Columbia River Basin tributaries, Federd agencies developed the Basinwide Recovery Strategy (All H
Strategy). A component of the All-H Strategy is a habitat conservation gpproach that commits Federa
agencies to increased coordination, afast start on habitat protection and restoration, and lays a
foundation for long-term habitat strategies geared to the unique conditions of each subbasin and
watershed.

a. Baseline Approach and Assumptions

The SWIE Matrix, located in Appendix B of the revised LRMPs, was used as atemplate to
characterize environmental basdine conditions relative to specific pathways. The pathway's represent
ways by which actions can potentialy affect the listed species and their habitat. The

intent was to have asmple, yet haligtic suite of pathways to characterize environmenta basdine
conditions, while dso providing aleve of uniformity and sandardization in the subbasin basdine
descriptions.

The environmenta basdline in the action area was not solely due to actions authorized or administered
by the SWIE Forests. In some cases, land and water uses managed by other entities, and other
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factors, including naturd disturbances, have had a greeat effect on pathway conditions at the subbasin
scade. In addition, factors outside the action area, such as Snake River and mainstem Columbia River
hydropower projects, ocean and river harvest, hatchery influences, and downstream habitat conditions,
play arole in determining the status of migratory fish populations that spawn and reer in sreams within
the action area. These factors are recognized as contributing to the decline in numbers of the ESA-
ligted fish.

Baseline descriptions were completed by subbasin in the LRMP BA (USDA Forest Service 2003d).
Each description begins with an introduction that describes the Sze, watershed compostion, land
ownership, and generd characterigtics within the subbasin. Basdline conditions are further described by
the following SWIE Matrix pathways. population characteristics (bull trout only), watershed conditions,
water quality, habitat access, channd conditions/dynamics, flow/hydrology, and integration of species
and habitat information (see LRMP Appendix B for complete SWIE Matrix). These pathways, and the
information sources used for them, are briefly described below.

Watershed Conditions. To characterize overall watershed conditions, the habitat elements and
watershed conditions pathways of the matrix were combined under this heading. Road densties and
locations, and disturbance history as reflected by Equivaent Clearcut Area (ECA), act to influence
habitat parameters such as peak/base flows, large woody debris, pool quality and frequency, substrate
conditions, riparian qudity, etc. Information was available in the WARS database for road dengties,
and ECA vdues (harvest history and wildfire) were caculated for al subwatersheds within the SWIE
Forest administrative boundaries, and were used as a basis for rating overal watershed conditions.

Subwatershed vulnerability is a criterion developed through the course of LRMP Revison and provides
an indication of the inherent sengtivity (soil erosion and sediment yields) of disturbance on watershed
conditions and resiliency or naturd ability for restoration. Subwatershed vulnerability (located in the
WARS database) was assessed for each subwatershed within the SWIE, and was used as an indicator
of overdl watershed conditions.

Water Quality. The WARS database was used to tally the number of subwatersheds with 303(d)
listed, water qudity limited waterbodies (from the Idaho Department of Environmenta Quality [IDEQ)]
1998 list), and those with TMDLsin place. This provided the most consistent assessment of water
quality across the subbasins. IDEQ subbasin assessments and TMDL plans and findings were used as
asource to evauate water quality and draw conclusions for the basis of the rating. Other information
sources used were Forest Service BAS, subbasin plans and watershed assessments, and loca
knowledge of impairments to water quality.

Habitat Access. Asan indicator of habitat access, an assumption was made that an unknown number
of road/stream crossingsin each subbasin a least hinder or impair access because of inadequate
culverts, bare fords, collapsed bridges, etc. The WARS database was used to count the number of
crossings in each subwatershed on both perennid and intermittent streams (from a GIS exercise)
associated with system and non-system roads. This may underestimate the actual number of crossings
and potentia access impairments because it islimited to SWIE Forest administered lands (i.e., project
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areaonly). The database does not identify how many crossings are actudly limiting access, but by
identifying subwatersheds with high occurrences of crossings, an indication of those most likely to have
fish passage problems was developed. Known barriers to migration were also identified in each
subbasin description. In addition to the WARS database, existing BAs, and knowledge of other
crossing or access problems were used to arrive a an evauation of access conditions.

Channel Conditions and Dynamics. Damaged stream segments were identified during the Inland
West Watershed Initiative (IWWI) exercise and these data were used to assist in evaluating channel
conditions and dynamics. Damaged stream segments are those in which physicd, chemicd, or
biological impacts have caused serious damage to water-rel ated resource values. The damaged
segment data set identified stream segments with bank damage, channd modification, and/or flow
disruption (and other factors). These were used as indicators of adtered channd conditions. Where
more Ste-specific datawere availadle, it was included to help identify known problem aress.

Also congdered for the pathway, the basdline condition generaly described the number of road miles
within RCAs (avalable in WARS database). The assumption was made that where roads are within
RCAs, they may be affecting connectivity and dtering stream channdls by straightening, hardening,
and/or relocating them. However, the accuracy of drawing conclusions about channd conditions
generdly, from miles of road in RCAS, has not been tested. Road variables such as orientation,
proximity to stream channds, and miles of road in valey bottom or floodplain were not available in the
WARS database. Other sources were used (BAS, watershed assessments, etc.) to supplement this
information and evauate channd conditions and dynamics.

Flow/Hydrology. ECA and road dengties can affect flow and hydrologic characteristics and were
used asindicators of dterations to flow and hydrologic patterns. The IWWI Data set has afield for
damaged segments listed for flow disruptions, which was used aswell. The ECA of asubwatershed
playsamagor rolein the ability of the watershed to hold water. Stream network increase, as aresult of
road congtruction, has alarge impact on the amount of water reaching the stream channel. Other
known disruptions to flow from dams, diversons, and water withdrawas as documented in BAs, IDEQ
documents, other Forest Service documents were used to evauate the level of disruption of normal
flow patterns and arrive at a basis for arating.

b. SWIE Environmental Basdline

A brief overview of the environmenta basdline for the action areais provided below by SWIE Matrix
pathway. Table 7 summarizes the basdline condition by functiondity cal (eg., functioning
gopropriately, functioning at risk, or functioning a unacceptable risk) and pathway for anadromous fish
subbasins within the action area. Detailed descriptions of the environmenta basdline can be found for
each subbasin in Chapter VI of the LRMP BA (USDA Forest Service 2003d).
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Watershed Conditions. This pathway encompasses a number of indicators of habitat condition.
Overdl watershed conditions are functioning &t risk in al subbasins, except for Hells Canyon (locd,
isolated effects occur in this subbasin but are not widespread across the entire subbasin). Watershed
conditions overdl are not functioning at an unacceptable leve of risk in any subbasin, but individua
indicators are, in parts of some subbasins.

Continued effects from past land use activities, such as mining, grazing, road congruction and locations,
and timber harvest, degrade overall watershed conditions. Road densities and road locations often
contribute to degraded watershed conditionsin SWIE subbasins, because of their effect on LWD,
riparian conditions, and sediment delivery. Generaly, combined effects of past and present land
management actions and facilities are contributing to degraded watershed conditions and a functioning
at risk condition. Pedt riparian disturbance has occurred in association with land use activities in most
subbasins. Overdl watershed conditions are aresult of mostly past activities (prior to P/I), and existing
facilities (most notably roads) that degraded overdl conditions, primarily in riparian aress.

Water Quality. Water quaity degradation generdly relates to land disturbances and associated
increased eroson. Mining, and agricultura usesthat occur primarily off-Forest degrade water quality
aswdl. Water quality isfunctioning a risk in most subbasins. The water qudlity in the Little Sdmon
River isfunctioning at an unacceptable leve of risk. One subbasin, the Lower Middle Fork Samon,
has water quaity functioning gppropriately. All but one or two subbasins contain stream segments
listed asimpaired in IDEQs 1998 303(d) list. Seven subbasins contain waters associated with TMDLSs.
Sediment is contributing to degraded water quality, as is elevated water temperature. Heavy metds,
nutrient loading, and chemica contamination contribute to degraded water quality in some subbasins,

Habitat Access. Habitat accessis the pathway found to most often be functioning at an unacceptable
level of risk. It was dso the pathway with the most functioning gppropriately ratings. Asde from the
large dams (Hells Canyon Complex, etc.), there are numerous physical passage imparments and
barriers (smal dams and impoundments, diversons, etc.) to fish movement in SWIE subbasins. With
the exceptions of road stream crossings, most of these obstructions are on private land.

Channel Condition and Dynamics. Except for the Hells Canyon subbasin which is functioning
aopropriately, this pathway is functioning at risk in dl anadromous fish subbasins. Except for Hells
Canyon, dl subbasins have damaged stream segments and dl roads within RCAs. Both of these
factors contribute to degraded channel conditions and dynamicsin SWIE streams. Some subbasins
have high width to depth (w:d) ratios and bank stabilities less than 80%, reducing function of the
pathway. Human activities, primarily timber harvest, road congtruction, and grazing, have reduced
linkages between floodplains, wetlands, and main channelsin SWIE subbasins.

Flow/Hydrology. The greatest effect to this pathway is from water diversons, impoundments, and
channd de-watering. These factors affect this pathway on private land more than on SWIE lands.
These factors seem to influence flows more than ECA and roads, athough many subbasinsinclude
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ECA and road dengties and locations as rationde for an “at risk” rating. Extengveirrigation in some
subbasins (e.g., the Pahsmeroi) is known to de-water channels but thisis outside of the Forests' ability
to affect. In some subbasins, there are known, local flow dterations from water withdrawas that do
not generate an effect at the entire subbasin scale but localy affect flow patterns (e.g., the South Fork
Sdmon River and the Lower Middle Fork Sdmon River).

Table7. Summary of Baseline Conditions by SWIE Matrix Pathway in Action Area
Subbasinswith Anadromous Fish.

SWIE Pathways
Subbasin HUC
4 Fidl Watershed Water Habitat Channel Flow/
@ Red Conditions Qualit Access Conditions'D Hydrol
y Jrammics ydrology

Hells Canyon 17060101 FA FR FR FA FA
Upper Salmon 17060201 FR FR FUR FR FR
U. Middle Fork 17060205 FR FR FA FR FR
Samon
L. Middle Fork 17060206 FR FA FA FR FR
Samon
M. Salmon-
o 17060207 FR FR FA FR FR
South Fork 17060208 FR FR FR FR FR
Samon
Lower Samon 17060209 FR FR FA FR FR
Little Slmon 17060210 FR FUR FR FR FR

Ratings are for non-wilderness portions of these subbasins only. The wilderness portions were all
considered to be functioning appropriately.
Key FA- Functioning Appropriately; FR - Functioning at Risk; FUR - Functioning at Unacceptable Risk

c. Environmental Baseline Summary

Federd and non-Federd activities across the SWIE (forestry, agriculture, mining, etc.) have degraded,
amplified and fragmented habitat over time, greatly reducing or diminating historically accessble
habitat. Thisisdemongrated by subbasin basdine conditions that are classfied as functioning at risk
acrossthe SWIE. Classfication of matrix pathways as functioning at risk suggests that essentia habitat
features of criticd habitet (i.e., substrate, water quality/ quantity/temperaturel/vel ocity, cover/shelter,
riparian vegetation, space, and safe passage conditions) are not adequately provided for across awide
range of habitat in the SWIE.

Since the habitat biologica requirements of the listed species are not being met under the environmental
basdline, basdline conditions in the action areawould have to improve to meet those biological
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requirements not presently met. Any further degradation or delay in improving of these conditions
would increase the amount of risk the listed species presently face under the environmenta basdine.

However, it should be noted that, sdmonid populations are so substantialy affected by variaion in the
freshwater and marine environments. Ocean conditions are a key factor in the productivity of
Northwest sdlmonid populations, and they appear to have been in alow phase of the cycle for some
time and therefore are probably an important contributor to the decline of many stocks. These species
survival and recovery depends on their ability to persst through periods of low naturd surviva dueto
ocean conditions and other conditions outside the ection area. Therefore it isimportant to maintain or
restore PFC to the various habitat conditions summarized in the Matrix Pathways in order to sustain the
ESUs through periods of reduced surviva outside the action area. Additiond details about factors
affecting the environmental baseline can be found in Federa Caucus (2000), NMFS (2000), and OPB
(2000).

B. Analysisof Effectsof Proposed Action

Effects of the action are defined as. “the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical
habitat, together with the effects of other activitiesthat are interrelated or interdependent with the
action, that will be added to the environmenta basdling’ (50 CFR 402.02). Direct effects occur at the
project site and may extend upstream or downstream based on the potentid for impairing essentia
habitat features of critical habitat. Indirect effects are defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as “those that are
caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but still are reasonably certain to occur.” They
include the effects on listed species or critica habitat of future activities that are induced by the
proposed action and that occur after the action is completed (USDI FWS and NMFS 1998).
“Interrelated actions are those that are part of alarger action and depend on the larger action for thelr
justification” (50 CFR 403.02). “Interdependent actions are those that have no independent utility
gpart from the action under consideration” (50 CFR 402.02).

1. Effects of Proposed Action

a. Introduction

In step 3 of NOAA Fisheries jeopardy and adverse modification analysis, it evaluates the effects of
proposed actions on listed species and seeks to answer the question of whether the species can be

expected to survive with an adequate potentia for recovery if those actions go forward. The action
should not further damage impaired® habitat or retard the progress of impaired habitat toward PFC.
However, because implementation of activities covered by the LRMPsrequires additiona layers of

In this document, to “impair” habitat means to reduce habitat condition to the extent that it does
not fully support long-term salmonid survival and therefore “impaired habitat” is that which does
not perform that full support function.
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environmenta review to meet Nationa Forest Management Act (NFMA), NEPA, and ESA
requirements, LRMPs present a specid case for analyzing the effects of actions. Since LRMPs
establish direction that governs development and implementation of actions, direction that is not
typicaly revisted at the project-level, NOAA Fisheries considers a“no jeopardy” plan as one that
establishes sufficient direction to produce, with a high degree of consstency, actions that would not
jeopardize listed species.

Even though LRMPs set important parameters for the authorization of specific projects, they typicaly
do not provide the find authorization for project implementation. Therefore, this Opinion’s anadys's
consdersthe potentid effects of Ste-gpecific activities that may be taken consistent with the plans.

Although project-scale actions will till be subject to Section 7 consultation, NOAA Fisheries finds that
it is gppropriate to consder the efficacy of LRMP direction to minimize and avoid adverse effects a the
earliest project planning level. The accumulation of effects at the landscape level from numerous
actions, in the event they are not sufficiently minimized at the project-specific level, would reduce the
likelihood of both surviva and recovery of ESA-listed fish species. On the other hand, LRMP
Sdeboards that result in management actions for the benefit of listed fish, emphasizing protection of
aquatic and riparian areas with landscape-scale strategies for protecting the best remaining habitat and
restoring damaged habitat, could alow for the survival and increasing prospects for recovery for listed
fish species through improvements to agquetic habitat.

The Revised LRMPs were based on the latest scientific information, including: (1) attention to
evauating and retaining/adjusting interim aguetic direction (P/1 and the LRMP Opinions); and, (2) use
of ICBEMP science and comprehensive SWIE data sets on conditions, listed species, and their
habitats to formulate the WARS database (used for restoration prioritization, MPC assgnment,
completion of environmental basdine, etc.).

The LRMP BA provides a detailed andysis of the effects of the proposed action and how it avoids and
minimizes adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species and their critical habitat. The analyssused a
modified NOAA Fisheries Matrix (SWIE Matrix) to evauate elements of the proposed action that
have the potentid to affect the listed fish or their essentia habitat festures. Since the generd effects of
Forest Service land management activities on anadromous fish and their habitats have been well
described in the literature and previous consultation efforts (Rhodes et d. 1994; Spence et d. 1996;
NMFS 1995 and 1998), this Opinion will not provide a detailed review of each potential effect for
each resource program.

The proposed action isintended to replace interim direction provided by P/I and the 1995/1998 LRMP
Opinions, direction cumulatively consdered by NOAA Fisheriesto avoid jeopardy and conserve
recovery options until long-term restoration strategies could be established (Federal Caucus 2000),
NOAA Fisherieswill evauate how the proposed action provides for the various components of the
long-term ACS (see Section B.2 of this Opinion). As outlined in the Northwest Forest Plan (FEMAT
1993), PACFISH (USDA Forest Service and USDI BLM 1995), and the Final Basinwide Salmon
Recovery Strategy (NMFS 2002), ACS components have been a generally accepted structure to
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ensure broad plan-level or multi-plan leve direction conserves and protects listed species and their
habitats (and through consultation, avoids jeopardy and adverse modification of critica habitat).

Taking thisinto congderation, incorporating components of an ACS was fundamenta to devel opment
of the Revised LRMPs. Though LRMPs were not organized by ACS component, each of the eight
ACS components was tracked by the Level 1 Team through development of the LRMPs.

This effects andyss will therefore examine each ACS component and the plan-level direction for that
component, assessing the effectiveness of each component in directing project development so that
risks to ESA-listed fish species and their habitats are avoided or minimized, and restoration efforts
gopropriately prioritized and implemented. Comparisons of the proposed “long-term” direction with
the interim direction of P/l and the 1995/1998 LRMP Opinions, will be used to help evduate the
effectiveness of each component, as NOAA Fisheries has generdly found the interim direction to be
effective in meeting ACS requirements (NMFS 1998).

The ACS components will be discussed in this order: (1) Gods, (2) WCls, (3) RCAS, (4) Priority
Watersheds, (5) Multi-Scde Andysis, (6) Restoration/Prioritization; (7) Monitoring & Adaptive
Management; and, (8) Activity-Specific Objectives, Standards and Guidelines. The discussion of
objectives, sandards, and guiddines will be the largest portion of the effects andyds, since that
component provides the direction most relevant to avoiding and minimizing adverse effects on ESA-
listed fish species at the plan-level. NOAA Fisherieswill andyze proposed Forest-wide direction in
comparison to interim direction, which were generaly found to be smilar. In some cases, the proposed
direction is more redtrictive than interim direction, while in other cases proposed direction was dtered
to dlow more room for implementing a variety of ecosystem management tools including those that
could have temporary or short-term adverse effects on listed species to achieve short- or long-term
benefit.

Given the increased risk of producing projects that could have up to short-term adverse effects on
ESA-ligted fish species, NOAA Fisheries examines the expected levd of activities within various
MPCs, and where these occur in relation to ESA-listed fish species and their habitats. The andysis will
evduate the various levels of risk associated with various MPC assignments (differing activity
alowances), and how expected leves of various activities (e.g. output projections, grazing management
drategies, etc.) are expected to affect ESA-listed fish pecies and their habitats. Risk will be evauated
for individua subbasins, identifying particular areas of concern, such as where habitat for ESA-listed
fish species, degraded environmental basdline, and direction that potentialy allows for projects that
could adversdly affect salmon, steelhead and/or their habitat.

b. Evaluation of ACS Components

Goals. Inthe Revised LRMPs, resource goals establish an expectation of the characteristics of
hedlthy, functioning watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. Since the qudity of these

51



aguatic features is intimately tied to the ecologicd function of upland and riparian aress, a series of gods
founded on maintaining or restoring both riparian and upland habitat was developed for the Revised
LRMPs. Smilarly, P/l established eight riparian goas (page C-3), which emphasized the need to
maintain and restore water quality, stream channel processes/ integrity, riparian vegetation, etc.
Attachment 3 provides a detailed comparison of proposed and interim goas.

The emphasis of goals established under the proposed action is watershed conservation and
restoration, an emphasis consistent with promoting surviva and recovery of ESA-listed anadromous
fish gpecies. NOAA Fisheriesfinds that the proposed gods broadly outline the restoration and habitat
needs of ESA-listed anadromous fish at the SWIE-scale, and aso reflect the broad-scale needs
described for these same species under PACFISH.

Watershed Conditions I ndicators. WCls are asuite of habitat condition components (e.g.
temperature, substrate condition, fine sediment percent, etc.) that represent “ properly functioning”
habitat objectives for sdmon and steelhead. The WCls are essentidly identica to habitat parameters
used in NOAA Fisheries matrix for sdmon and stedlhead (NMFS 1996), an analysis tool where matrix
vaues have proven to be effective for many years during project-specific gpplication. Use of WClsis
required through TEPC Standard 6, and SWRA Standards 1 and 4.

W(ClIswould be used both for project design in NEPA analysis (LRMP Appendix B, p. B-1) and for
project-level Section 7 ESA conaultation. The Forest Service interdisciplinary team would evaluate
potentia effects of the project on WCls, modifying project design to incorporate changes that avoid or
minimize adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species. By setting objectives for properly functioning
habitat, WCls aso set the desired conditions around which restoration strategies would be devel oped.

NOAA Fisheries did consder that applying WCls to projects involves an assessment of duration of
effects, with “temporary” effects defined asthree years or less, and “ short-term” effects as 3-to 15-
years. The durations of effect under temporary and short-term (as defined) can be substantial because
they span freshwater rearing of at least three anadromous fish year classes and four generations of a
particular year class. These definitions when used in gpplication of WClsin the SWIE Matrix can
understate what are essentialy long-term effects to the listed species. Duration of effect isjust one
element in evauating effects of actionson WCI. Asidentified in the Section 7 Consultation Handbook
(FWS and NMFS 1998), othersinclude: (1) proximity of the action to the listed species or critica
habitat; (2) species digtribution in relaion to the action; (3) timing of the action in relaion to the species
life cycde (4) nature of the effect on the dements of the specieslife cycle; and (5) frequency, intengty,
and severity of the disturbance. Specifically regarding the duration of effects and how they are gpplied
to ESA-ligted fish species, the handbook states:

The effects of the proposed action on listed species or critical habitat depend largely on the
duration of its effects. Three potential categories of effects are: (1) A short-term event whose
effects are relaxed almost immediately (pulse effect); (2) A sustained, long-term, or chronic event
whose effects are not relaxed (press effect); or (3) A permanent event that sets a new threshold for
some feature of a species environment (threshold effect). For many species, a proposed action
producing asingle, short-term effect isless likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a
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species than along-term chronic event or the permanent alteration of a species habitat.

As defined in the SWIE Matrix, even atemporary effect that could last up to three years, and could be
congdered along-term or press effect on listed fish species. Definitions for short- and long-term would
aways be consdered press or threshold effects, effects more likely to result in jeopardy or adverse
modification. Therefore, NOAA Fisheriesfinds that, when applying the SWIE Matrix at the project-
leve, it would generally not be appropriate to alow adverse effects on alisted fish species (through
action-related reductions in water quality, streambank condition, etc.) that extended beyond even a
seasond time-frame (e.g. hours to days, or an in-water work window, €tc.).

Appendix B (Forest LRMPs) does state that “1n some cases, adverse effects to one WCI in the
temporary or short-term may be acceptable in order to improve another WCI in the short- or long-
term. The duration of an adverse effect that may be allowed in the temporary or short-term in order to
improve another WCI and provide for long-term benefits will depend on site-gpecific conditions and
resources of concern (LRMP Appendix B, p. B-3).” These statements better reflect the intent of
SWRA Standard 4, suggesting that temporary and short-term effects need to be evauated and
weighed carefully in relaion to the environmentd basdine and status of the locd fish
populations/subpopul ations before project-gpecific actions are authorized. Although the time periods
defined in the Appendix B glossary alow for degradation of fish habitat for up to four life-cycles,
NOAA Fisheries finds SWIE Matrix implementation guidance provides the necessary clarifications for
aoplying SWRA Standard 4 during project-level implementation, and thereby identifying and minimizing
effects on listed fish through project planning and implementation.

The Revised LRMPs a so recognize that individua WCI vaues may need to be refined to more
accurately reflect inherent characteristics of a particular watershed or subbasin, and have included a
section explaining this process for WCI modification. Modification in watersheds with ESA-listed fish
species would require coordination with NOAA Fisheries and the FWS during project-level Section 7
consultation (LRMP Appendix B, page B-11), ensuring that the changed vaues are consgtent with
listed fish habitat needs in those aress.

NOAA Fisheries expects that when properly implemented, WCls would be employed in a manner that
reduces risk to ESA-listed fish species and their habitat and does not anticipate that WCls will
contribute to adverse effects on these species. This determination is based on: (1) WCls representing
indicators of “properly functioning” salmonid habitat; (2) WCI levels can be adjusted locally to
accuratdly reflect inherent Site characteristics; and (3) WCls would be used during both the NEPA
planning/project design phase and project-level Section 7 consultation, an gpproach that is successfully
being used in ESA consultation efforts to avoid and minimize potentid adverse effects on ESA-listed
fish gpecies.

Riparian Conservation Areas. The Revised LRMPs propose asystem of RCAsto serveasa
riparian reserve network. The gpproach outlined in the Revised LRMPsis smilar to the interim
direction provided under P/l (Attachment 4), but provides new direction regarding use of the Ste-
gpecific andysis option (refer to Attachment 1). NOAA Fisheries evauated each of the three options
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proposed for ddineating RCA widths, as summarized below.

Option 1. Thisoption applies “default” widths of 300-feet for forested perennid streams and
intermittent streams that provide seasond spawning/rearing habitat, and 150-feet for other intermittent
sreams. These widths are equd to or greater than default vaues applied under the interim direction.
The proposed widths are greater than interim widths for perennia streams (interim 150-feet for non-fish
bearing streams versus proposed 300-feet for dl forested perennid streams), some intermittent Streams
(interim 100-feet versus proposed 150- or 300-feet), and include rangeland intermittent streams
whereas interim direction did not. Because these proposed widths are technicaly supported (FEMAT
1993; Naiman et d. 2000), and smilar to those interim widths that have applied consstently on the
SWIE Forests, NOAA Fisheries expects this option to be effective in delinesting RCAs that provide
riparian and stream functions.

Option 2: Thisoption generaly applies“ default” ste-potentid tree heights (Attachment 5) and
floodprone widths. Literature indicates that use of dte-potentid tree heights is sufficient for protection
of avariety of riparian functions and ecological processes. One Ste potentia tree height has been
shown to provide for stream shading, large woody debris recruitment, fine organic litter input, root
srength for bank stabilization, retention of soil moisture, and reduction of solar radiation. Two Ste-
potentid tree heights generdly provide for microclimate functions and filtration of sediments, nutrients,
and pollutants ( FEMAT 1993; Spence et d.1996; Quigley and Arbelbide 1997; NMFS 1995a;
Naman et d. 2000). Site potentia tree heights vary by Forest and forest types, ranging from 70 feet in
lodgepole pine PV Gs to 130 feet cool moist grand fir PVGs.  Consequently, this option will tend to
produce narrower RCAs than under option 1. Based on the literature, however, and Ste potentia trees
of a least 70 feet, NOAA Fisheries expects that RCAs delinested under this option will provide the
mgjority of functions essentid for maintaining fish habitat.

This option dso dlows for use of floodprone widths, which as defined by Rosgen (1996) generdly
include the active floodplain and low terrace, and correspond to an eevation typically associated with a
50-year flood event. Because floodprone widths will vary greetly (i.e., narrower in
confined/entrenched streams, wider in broad valey formg/less entrenched streams), NOAA Fisheries
consdered the potentia that floodprone width, where valey forms are confined, may define too narrow
an RCA to provide for dl riparian functions and processes. For forested streams, inclusion of
“whichever is greate” when consdering the use of floodprone width or Ste potentid tree heights,
should ensure RCA widths encompass riparian functions, as noted above. For non-forested streams, it
isless clear how wdl riparian functions would be encompassed under this option, snce RCA width is
determined by floodprone width or the extent of riparian vegetation, whichever is greates.

The effectiveness of using floodprone width to protect dl riparian functions and processes is not well
documented in the literature at thistime. NOAA Fisheries expects that the range of distances from the
stream channel that floodprone widths encompass will generaly provide adequate protection of riparian
functions and processes such as stream shading, large woody debris recruitment, fine organic litter,
bank gtabilization, sediment filtration, and nutrient/dissolved materidsfiltration. However, literatureis
generdly not available to confirm the ability of floodprone widthsto provide for dl functions and
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processes, particularly microclimate and windthrow. Therefore, NOAA Fisheries concludes that use of
floodprone width may not be appropriate for usein al channel typesivdley forms.

Option 3: Thethird option would alow the Forest Service to ddineate the RCA based on a site-
specific andysis by a qudified specidist with expertise in the fidld of riparian function and ecologica
processes. Relevant riparian functions and processes and scientific literature sources to be consulted in
gte-gpecific RCA delinestions are noted in Appendix B (p. B-37). NOAA Fisheriesfinds that,
athough the use of ste-specific ddineationsisreatively untested in the SWIE, the ddineation and
documentation processis designed to be grounded in the literature on stream functions, and area
specific information, and therefore should result in effective RCA widths for protecting fish habitat.

A notable addition to dl options (default and site-gpecific), which is not part of interim direction, is
incorporation of sediment delivery-distance modeling and increasng RCA widths where needed to
avoid/minimize sediment delivery from outside the RCA to the stream. This eement was added to
RCA ddinestion because sediment ddlivery distances can vary greetly (based on geology and dope
steepness, etc.), with travel distances often greater than default widths based on Ste-potentia tree
heights, floodprone width, etc. NOAA Fisheries expects this addition to the RCA delinegtion process
should result in reduced sediment ddlivery (and thus reduced effects on sdlmon and stedhead habitat)
from ground disturbing actions outside RCAs.

In summary, NOAA Fisheries finds most of the RCA width ddineation options, especidly with the
addition of sediment ddlivery distance modeling and increased widths where needed for sediment
filtering, are likely to result in RCAs that provide the necessary stream functionsfor listed fish. Use of
floodprone width, however, has not been tested in this area, and may not provide the necessary
protection of stream functionsin dl channe typesivdley forms.

Priority Watersheds/Multi-scale Analysis/Aquatic Restoration Prioritization. NOAA Fisheries
considers three ACS components, priority watersheds, aquatic restoration, and multi-scde andyssasa
group, because those aspects of the proposed action are tightly intertwined, with multi-scae analyss
used to prioritize subwatersheds, and those priorities serving as focd points for aquatic restoration.

Although intertwined, a description of each ACS component is provided below to clarify how they are
designed to function within the LRMPs, with reference to the roles of these components in influencing
actions that affect listed sdmon and steelhead. To anayze the effects of these componentsin agenerd
way, NOAA Fisheries focuses on how well the proposed components incorporated the best available
data on ESA-listed fish and habitat conditions within the SWIE. Particularly for the proposed priority
watersheds and related direction, NOAA Fisheries aso considered that: changes on the SWIE from
the 1995/1998 LRMP Opinions Priority Watersheds network (which was developed at the ESU-scale)
potentidly change the function of Priority Watersheds as awhole in providing risk minimization and
restoration priorities for ESA-listed fish in a coordinated, effective way at the ESU-scae.

Multi-Scale Analysis - NOAA Fisheriesfirst considered how multi-scale anadysis was used in the
development of the LRMPs, and then considered how LRMPs were designed to continue to develop
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and incorporate multi-scale information into project planning.

The development of the proposed LRMPs involved data andysis a multiple scaes and gppears to have
incorporated the best available data. Forest Service' primary andytical tool was the WARS database,
congructed from ICBEMP science team data layers with additions/revisions using watershed-specific
data (e.g., actud, rather than predicted, road dengties and fish distribution, etc.). Data analyses were
amilar to those conducted by ICBEMP scientists, incorporating, for example: species digtribution and
relative abundance, severa watershed condition variables, and ratings of geomorphic integrity and
watershed sengtivity to disturbance. Outputs of modding using the WARS database were cross-
checked and adjusted based on further area-specific information from Forest resource specidists. The
analyses produced a set of draft 6™ field HUC subwatershed priorities for restoration. NOAA
Fisheries finds the outputs are indicative of a sound scientific andyss that used current information on
listed sdmon and steelhead and their habitat, as the pattern of watershed restoration priorities (further
discussed below) is generally consstent with the NOAA Fisheries 1995/1998 Opinions Priority
Watersheds and more recent information (e.g., section 7 watershed and project BAS) that has
confirmed those priority areas for listed fish.

Regarding the continuing role multi-scale andysis would have in the LRMPs as they are implemented
and projects are designed, however, NOAA Fisheries finds a notable absence of commitment in the
LRMPsto further assessments and anayses at the subbasin and watershed scales in support of project
development. Whereas watershed analys's and subbasin assessments and planning were required
components of the interim direction and of the draft ICBEMP strategy, the proposed action does not
require these.

For subbasin assessments, the Forest Service has described its intent to participate in the subbasin
assessment/planning efforts conducted by other parties in the region through the following objective:

SWRA Objective 20 - As requested by the lead agency, coordinate data exchange and provide
review/input into subbasin planning efforts undertaken by the State Office of Species
Conservation, the NWPPC, Tribes, and local watershed advisory groups.

Thisissmilar to Forest Service' broad commitment, which is part of the environmenta basdine, to be
involved in NWPPC subbasin planning (refer to the NMFS 2000 Basinwide Recovery Strategy), but
may not be timely and specific enough to be an effective Forest Service management tool to ensure
projects are designed to conserve and restore the most important habitats for listed fish.

For watershed andysis, it is not proposed as mandatory in any instance, but may be conducted at the
discretion of the Forest Service. Certain activities, such as road construction in riparian aress,
exceedence of 15% ECA in Priority Watersheds, etc., that required a watershed andysis under the
interim direction would not require a watershed analysis under the proposed action. Those activities
were deemed to involve certain risks of incrementa degradation of watersheds (PACH SH, NOAA
Fisheries 1995 LRMP Opinion), and it was assumed that watershed andlysis, by providing thorough
information and andys's, would result in better designed projects that more effectively avoided,
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minimized, and mitigated impacts on ESA-ligted fish and their habitat. The absence of watershed
andysis as a mandatory step to inform projects with specific risks to listed fish is discussed further
below (Standards and Guiddines section of this Analysis of Effects).

While the proposed actions may not result in additional or updated andyses at the subbasin and
watershed scades, aMay 20, 2003, Consultation Framework developed concurrently with the
proposed action was designed to address these gaps in multi-scale andyss during the implementation
of the LRMP (USDA et a 2003). The Framework entails development and updates of

subbas n/watershed documents that describe conditions within the SWIE, andyzing limiting factors for
listed species and other physica and biologica components, and providing recommendations. The
Framework is structured to provide the same sort of information that subbasin assessments and
watershed analyses would provide, adthough stakeholders would not be involved in the Framework
documents, and the amount of area covered (severd subbasins containing many watersheds) indicates
anayses done under the Framework will be less thorough than watershed analyses. NOAA Fisheries
finds tha the Framework can provide an andyticd mechanism spanning the key scdesrelated to
project design, and can be tailored to focus on key fish habitat related issues (e.g., roads or ECA)
within awatershed; however, thisis anew and untested tool and its documents may not be available in
most areas in the near term (discussed further below, in Effects Section subbasin summaries).

Water shed Prioritization - The Revised LRMPs adopt a watershed prioritization scheme that differs
in scde, and how the priorities gpply to projects, from the watershed prioritization in interim direction.
Whereas interim Priority Watersheds and Special Emphasis Subbasins are mostly 5 and 4" fidd
HUCs, the Revised LRMP assigns priority levelsto each 6™ fidld HUC subwatershed. Further,
whereas the interim priority areas are both foca points of restoration and subject to additiona specific
gandards to minimize risks from projects, the Revised LRMP swatershed priorities were largely
designed to describe a* restoration/conservation emphass’ (active - high, moderate, or low; passive -
high, moderate, or low; or conservation), and were used largdly in assigning appropriate MPC
designations. They do nat, at thislevel, have specific Sandards to minimize risks of projectsto listed
fish asininterim direction. Consdering the Revised LRMPs more specificaly, there are two layers of
watershed prioritization.

Thefird layer isthe full set of subwatersheds each rated into one of the seven categories noted above.
“Passve restoration” was assigned where subwatershed conditions were degraded, but the naturd rate
of recovery would be sufficient to achieve properly functioning stream conditions through changesin
management direction and little or no investment of resources. “Active restoration” was proposed for
degraded watersheds where naturd rates of recovery were not deemed to be sufficient and would
require assistance through deliberate mitigation. NOAA Fisheries finds that though the scales are
different thereis substantial congstency between interim and proposed direction in the location of high
priority watersheds. That is, within each interim Priority Watershed, the vast mgjority of its 6™ fidd
HUCsin the proposed LRMPs were rated as high priority (with passive or active restoration
emphass). Agan, however, these priorities do not have an accompanying set of specid risk
management requirements assigned a thislevel. Instead, the Forest Service either adopted or modified
interim requirements for Priority Watersheds and Specia Emphasis Subbasins, incorporating them into
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Forest-wide or MA direction where appropriate (risks to listed fish related to LRMP-level standards
and guidelines, and in context of subbasin specific information on projected activity levelsis further
discussed below).

The second layer isa smaler set of 45 “ACS priority” subwatersheds designed to be the foca points of
aquatic retoration efforts for this LRMP planning period. The subset of ACS priority subwatersheds
were identified as essentialy the highest priority for restoration funds over the 10- to 15-year planning
period, in an effort to make notable improvements in afew watersheds (rather than only minor
improvements in many) that are the most restorable and where the potential benefit to listed fish isthe
greatest. These will be further discussed in the following section, titled “Aquetic Restoration.”

In summary, the proposed action does not retain the interim designations of Priority Watersheds and
Specid Emphasis Subbasins. NOAA Fisheriesfinds the first layer of revised watershed priorities,
while based on the best available data and well digned with the most important habitats for listed
anadromous fish, primarily creates the information context for projects rather than direction for avoiding
and minimizing adverse effects on important habitats for listed fish @ thisleve. The interim direction for
Priority Watersheds (e.g., watershed analyss required prior to certain activities) and Specid Emphasis
Subbasins (e.g., road and other redtrictions in the South and Middle Fork Samon Rivers) were
addressed to some extent in Standards and Guiddines and MA direction within subbasins (refer to
latter portions of the Analysis of Effects, below). The second layer of watershed prioritization provides
more focused priorities for aguatic restoration actions, and is further evauated in the following section.

Aquatic Restoration - As noted above, 45 ACS priority subwatersheds were identified as focal areas
of aguatic restoration for the duration of the LRMPs. These priorities can be adjusted based on new
information, such as through biennia updates of the WARS database. NOAA Fisheries finds that the
proposed ACS priority subwatersheds aign well with existing anadromous fish popul ations that can
ganincreased survivad rates through habitat improvements (e.g., severd ACS priority subwatershedsin
the Upper Samon River subbasin). NOAA Fisheries understood through early consultation on the
Revised LRMPs that restoration would be implemented in each of the ACS priority subwatersheds
during this planning period. The objective addressing implementation of restoration, however, appears
to set alower base expectation for how widdy aquetic restoration will be implemented. TEPC
Objective 10 states:

Over the planning period, initiate habitat restoration for at least two subpopul ations of
anadromous and two populations of resident fish in each subbasin where these species occur.
Use the current WARS, or Forest Service approved portions of recovery plans, to assist in
determining watershed priorities for habitat restoration within a subbasin.

The LRMP describes anadromous subpopulaions in terms of a 6™ field HUC or subwatershed.
Therefore, with eight subbasins containing habitat for anadromous fish, and the objective to restore
habitat for two subpopulations/subbasin, it appears that the minimum restoration may be accomplished
in lessthan haf (16 of 45) of the ACS priority subwatersheds during the life of the plan.

Under the NMFS 2000 Basinwide Salmon Recovery Strategy that is part of the environmental
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basdline, the Forest Service made a broad commitment to accel erate restoration on Federal lands it
adminigers. Implementation of restoration has been and likely will continue to be highly dependent on
annua Forest budgets, and thus not generaly predictable. Recent information indicates thet at the
Basin-scale, Forest Service has not been able to accomplish the aguetic restoration that was envisioned
(USDA Forest Service 2003f). Pooling of funding within and between Forests and other agencies
offers a mechanism to maximize the retoration on the ground. The proposed actions set this objective
related to funding:

SWRA Objective 19 - Identify and capitalize on funding opportunities to assist in the restoration of
aquatic habitat and watershed conditions important to the recovery of listed fish species and de-
listing of 303(d) impaired waterbodies. Examples of potential funding sources include the State
Clean Water Act 319 Funds, Federal Columbia River Power System Re-licensing funds, and funds
from the NPPC, public and private partnerships.

This objective does identify sources of funds; however, the LRMPs do not include expectations or
processes for pooling of funds across digtricts and Forests to maximize restoration of fish habitat within
budget limits.

In summary, NOAA Fisheries finds the ACS priorities are well aligned with habitat improvement needs
for lisgted sdmon and stedhead. The implementation, however, gppears to be less aggressive than may
be needed for the identified ACS priority subwatersheds, and mechanisms are not proposed to ensure
efficiency and coordination of funding and projects across administrative boundaries to maximize
indream improvements for listed fish.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management. Aswith interim direction, monitoring in the Revised
LRMPsincludes assessing if projects designed under the LRMPs are effective in protecting and
restoring habitat for listed species. Monitoring is especidly important under the Revised LRMPs as
they involve a subgtantia amount of new direction, the effectiveness of which isuntested. The primary
monitoring strategy being proposed by the Forest Service for Revised LRMPsisthe Loca Unit Criteria
and Indicator Development (LUCID) monitoring process. LUCID is abroad monitoring framework
currently in use nationally by the Forest Service. In addition, to remain consistent with Regiona
monitoring efforts, the proposed action has incorporated the commitment to continue implementation of
the regiona 11T monitoring strategy currently applied across the range of P/I.

To address adaptive management, the Forest Service has proposed the CAP as part of the monitoring
effort, updating plan direction on abiennid bass. This process should help ensure that monitoring
occurs and its results are used to update WARS database and Consultation Framework documents on
aregular bass. CAP isintended to keep plans current and puts into place both procedures and an
organization to conduct assessments to aid in determining the need for LRMP amendment and revisions
prior to the scheduled 15-year update.

NOAA Fisheries finds the monitoring and adaptive management approaches generdly well formulated.
Continuance of the Il T monitoring in particular is expected to provide consgstency in implementation
and vduable information on the effectiveness of management actions in protecting riparian areas and
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dreams. ThellT monitoring, though relatively recent (full implementation of grazing module in 2000,
and other modules devel oped subsequently) has yielded useful, action-specific information, particularly
on the implementation and effectiveness of grazing drategies in maintaining, and not hindering recovery
of riparian and stream functions.

The proposed monitoring/adaptive management gpproach does, however, only commit to continued
implementation of the II'T monitoring effort, but not specificaly to the more generd role of the I T (or
amilar Regiond-leve group) as an implementation oversight body. 11T oversght a the Regiond, ESU-
sca e has produced many interagency field reviews and other broad efforts, such as the Roads
Analysg/data layers and Unroaded Areas Report (11T Road Density Analysis Task Team 2002), that
have helped frame management issues and increased the information base and cons stency among
management units in developing projects that consider the full range of effects on listed fish and their
habitat. Although the SWIE would be operating under different specific direction than surrounding
management units, the basic objectives of protecting and restoring important habitats for ESA-listed fish
species are the same. Without benefit of abroader implementation structure such as 1T, the SWIE
may not contribute to and benefit from dl the information devel oped within the range of the Snake River
sdmon and steelhead, and thus may not link well with evolving information on the status and broad
needs of Snake River sdmon and steelhead ESUs.

Standards and Guidelines. The Revised LRMPs establish ahierarchy of direction desgned to avoid
or minimize adverse effects on ESA-listed species, while maintaining and restoring properly functioning
fish habitat conditions (WCIs). As noted above (see Section 1.D, Assumptions), NOAA Fisheries has
found that the combination of standards established under interim direction generaly resulted in projects
that avoided/minimized adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species and their habitat. Therefore, NOAA
Fisheries assumes that by continuing to gpply asimilar suite of sandards and guiddines, progress
toward conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish pecies and their habitats would continue. For
this ACS component, NOAA Fisheries first examines slandards and guiddines that are broadly applied
(Forest-wide, RCA, and landdide-prone) and then evaluates activity-specific standards and guidelines.

Forest-wide Direction - TEPC Standard 6, and SWRA Standards 1 and 4 provide overarching
direction to dl resource programs in the plans. These standards require actions be designed to avoid or
minimize adverse effects on ESA-listed species (TEPC Standard 6), to maintain or restore water
quaity (SWRA Standard 1), and to not degrade or retard attainment of properly functioning stream
conditions (SWRA Standard 4). These generd standards are Smilar to interim direction; and NOAA
Fisheries expects the direction to be effective in many cases, asinterim direction has been, in ensuring
projects avoid and minimize adverse effects on listed species and their habitat. NOAA Fisheries notes,
however, these sandards do dlow for activities that adversdly affect listed fish, particularly in these
three ways. (1) actions may have temporary or short-term adverse effects on fish habitat aslong as
these are outweighed by demonstrable benefits to fish habitat over the long-term; (2) exceptions are
alowed to SWRA Standards 1 and 4 where Forest Service authorities are limited; and (3) the term
“maintain is defined to include reduction in habitat condition as long as the condition remainsin the
functioning appropriatdy range as defined by the SWIE Matrix. NOAA Fisheries thus finds that these
overarching standards place added burden on project-level Section 7 consultation (compared to interim
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direction) to ensure projects avoid/minimize adverse effects. Each of the three * alowances’ and
potentia effects on fish is discussed briefly below.

Firdt, allowance of actions that reduce habitat conditions in the temporary (LRMP definesasup to 3
years) or short-term (3-15 years) may result in increased numbers of projectsthat are likely to
adversdly affect listed fish compared to what has occurred under interim direction. The durations of
effect under temporary and short-term (as defined) can be substantia because they span freshwater
rearing of a least three anadromous fish year classes and up to four generations of a particular year
class. Notably, the action documentation would still need to “demongtrate’ that these potentialy
substantial temporary or short-term adverse effects are outweighed by greater, long-term benefits to the
gpecies and its habitat. Estimates of long-term results will, however, tend to have alarge range of error,
with results producing less benefit than projected in some or many cases. Projects such asroad
obliteration that are designed primarily for aquatic restoration will readily meet the sandards when
implemented. Projects that build road to alow thinning of trees to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic
wildfire, however, may produce the adverse effects related to the road construction, but less benefit
than projected. Studies show relatively little lingering effect of large wildfires on populations of highly
mobile species such as anadromous fish (Rieman et d. 1995;Rieman and Clayton 1997; Gresswdll
1997; Burton 2000). The overarching standards thus put the onus on project level planning and
consultation to dlow risksto listed fish, based on benefits that are very difficult to project accurately
and that can be overestimated.

Second, alowance of adverse effects on listed fish habitat where Forest Service authorities are limited
highlights but does not resolve a problem NOAA Fisheries has found in certain types of project level
consultations. Forest Service authorities related to permits of water conveyance, hydroelectric projects
and mines are often not clear to project planners and NOAA Fisheries. Where authorities for these
actions actually exceed what is assumed in project-level planning, the conservation measures gpplied
fdl short of what is available to avoid and minimize adverse effects on listed fish and their habitat.

Third, the overarching standards (and various other objectives, standards and guidelines) alow for
degradation of high quality habitat in the way the word “maintain” is defined. Activities that reduce
habitat condition within the “functioning appropriately” category in the SWIE Matrix are conddered to
“maintain” resource objectives. For example, an action that reduces streambank stability from 99% to
91% meetsthe “maintain” standards, because streambank stability remainsin the “functioning
appropriately” category (>90%). Decreasing habitat conditions, within the “functioning appropriately”
category increases the likelihood that naturd or anthropogenic disturbances will perturb conditions out
of proper function. This alowance aso contrasts with the anti-degradation approach of interim
direction (refer to PACFISH, page C-4), and dlows actions that are not in keeping with abasic
premise of aquatic conservation to protect the highest quality habitats and restore and reconnect
adjacent areas (FEMAT 1993; Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). The definition thus places the onus on
project-level consultation to determine if reductionsin high quaity habitat would not sufficiently avoid or
minimize adverse effects on listed species and their habitat.

RCAs - The proposed action isSmilar to interim direction in placing limitations on activities (such as
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road congtruction, timber harvest, facility congtruction/relocation, and fuel storage/refuding) that have
the potentia to reduce riparian area and stream function. Attachment 6, Tables 1and 2 provide
example comparisons of proposed and interim direction for Lands & Specid Uses, Riparian Area,
Timber, and Grazing Management. Exceptions have been written into various RCA standards to
provide for restoration of riparian vegetation and aguatic functions, and to dlow for actionsto increase
safety to human life or protect existing structures. Based primarily on experience with numerous
consultations on actions involving management activitiesin riparian areas, NOAA Fisheries expectsthe
proposed standards and guidedines generdly will result in actions that maintain and restore riparian
functions. The noted exceptions may, however, result in temporary or permanent reductions to those
functions, especidly from fire suppression activities and vegetation remova to protect structures from
wildfire. Direction for fire-rdlated activities is discussed further under activity-specific sandards and
guiddines (below).

Landdlide-Prone Areas - The Revised LRMPs propose a step-down implementation process of
categorizing landdide-prone areas, with a coarse-filter modeling, followed by fine-filter field sub-
sampling to better predict the location and extent of landdide-prone areas. The proposed coarse-filter
modd has been demongrated to accurately delinegte the pattern of landdiding in British Columbia
(Pack et a. 1997), and appears to be smilarly grounded in scientific data as the approach used for
Specid Emphasis subbasinsin interim direction (Prellwitz 1994; Hall et. d 1994). Finefilter
verification would reclassify the modeled dope stability hazard retings for a given area based on field
data samples, and would assist in development of management practices gppropriate for the Ste that do
not increase the inherent ingtability of these areas. SWRA Standard 12, and Guidelines 3 and 4 direct
how projects would be designed to avoid increased risk of landdides from these aress.

NOAA Fisheries expects the direction for landdide-prone areas will be effective to avoid or minimize
adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species and their habitats, because the proposed approach: (1)
goplies a peer-reviewed mode with a 90% probability of predicting landdides; (2) goplies fine-scde
fidd verification of a representative sample of coarse-scale modd results; and (3) gpplies limitations to
or diminates ground-disturbing management actions on higher risk landdide-prone areass. The
proposed effectiveness monitoring of management in landdide-prone areas will be an important tool for
determining if this new gpproach adequately protects listed fish and their habitat (primarily from action-
induced mass wadting that delivers sediment to Streams).  Stratification of monitoring by hazard risk
classis not proposed, but has been identified by NOAA Fisheries as away to increase the resolution of
the monitoring, and thereby better identify needed adjustments in future management activities to meet
the standards and guiddines.

Activity-Soecific Direction - Along with the broadly-applied standards and guidedines discussed
above there are numerous other activity-specific sandards and guidelines for timber, roads & facilities,
grazing, recregtion, minerds, etc. NOAA Fisheries evaluated these based primarily on substantia
experience with project-level consultation on the SWIE Forests. NOAA Fisheries finds that, the
sandards and guiddines are thorough in addressing (though not dways fully minimizing) the risksto
listed fish from specific activities that have been identified in project consultations.
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For some activities, such as mining, the proposed direction adopts large portions of interim direction.
Application of this direction has reduced some but not al of the adverse effects on listed fish from
mining projects, with much of the work left to project consultation; and that is expected to continue
under the Revised LRMPs. For other activities, such as road congtruction, maintenance, and
recongtruction, the proposed direction relies heavily on the Forest Service Manuas and Handbook,
rather than summarizing Best Management Practices (BMP) as P/l did. Whilethe BMPsin FSM and
FSH direction gppear to be complete in terms of identifying methods to, for instance, reduce sediment
delivery to streams, these BMPs may be changed without section 7 consultation. Also, congtruction of
new roads in riparian areas does not require a watershed analys's, therefore this activity may be more
frequent and less well-informed and mitigated than under interim direction.

Conddering the whole suite of activity-specific standards and guidelines, NOAA Fisheriesfindsthe
mgjority of the direction will likely be effective in avoiding and minimizing adverse effects on listed fish.
The Forest Service ACS Crosswak displays a compilation of the direction by activity, and helps
highlight what NOAA Fisheries identified as three ways in which the proposed direction commonly
departs from interim direction that has been effective on the SWIE Forests. NOAA Fisheries
consdered the following “patterns’ in the Revised LRMPs based on consultation experience with
effective and not fully effective direction for listed fish at the plan levd: (1) watershed andlysisis not a
prerequisite for activities such as new roads and facilitiesin riparian areas, actionsincreasng ECA
above 15%, etc.; (2) direction that NOAA Fisheries considers appropriate for a mandatory
requirement, such as upgrading existing stream crossings for fish passagef/flood flows, and the road
congruction BMPs, is provided through non-mandatory objectives, guidelines, and/or manua and
handbook guidance; and (3) exceptions within standards for fire management alow ground disturbance
that can adversely affect listed fish. Each of these is discussed below.

Fird, the absence of “triggers’ for watershed andysisin the LRMPs can lead to an increased frequency
of, and less well-informed and designed implementation of activities such as road congtruction and
timber salvage in riparian areas, than under interim direction. Each of the severd interim triggers was
identified because of the risk of the activity to stream functionsfor listed fish. The BA describes how
some of these specific risks would be addressed. For ingtance, Forest Service policy direction requires
a“Roads Analyss’ for any proposed road congtruction. As another example, the BA noted 15% ECA
isidentified in the SWIE Matrix as the upper end of the “functioning appropriatdy” (re: pesk flow), and
therefore increasesin ECA above 15% would be highlighted and analyzed in project design and
consultation. It was dso noted that modification of WCIs (interim direction RMO modificationsin
Priority Watersheds trigger watershed anayss) for watersheds with sddmon and steelhead would
require review by NOAA Fisheries.

Those partid approaches to some of the interim watershed andysis triggers, and the absence of
additiond information requirements for others such as “likely to adversdly affect” mines, and new
recreation facilities or timber sdvage in RCAs, lead NOAA Fisheriesto congder if the Consultation
Framework would provide watershed andysis-like information for each of those activities. As noted
above (discusson of multi-scale andyss), NOAA Fisheries finds that the Consultation Framework is
congtructed to provide a comparable type of information, though likely less thorough for a given
watershed than watershed andyss. NOAA Fisheriesin this
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Opinion assumes the Conaultation Framework will be implemented to fill the risk management and
other roles of watershed andysis; however, thisinformation likely will not be available for a given
watershed during the first few years of implementation of the Revised LRMPs. In the analys's of
specific subbasin direction and projected activity type/level (below), NOAA Fisheries further evaluates
where risks, such as projects proposing ECA increases above 15% in important watersheds for listed
fish, will likely arise most frequently.

Second, regarding replacement of severd interim standards with guidelines, objectives, or FSM/FSH
direction that is subject to change, NOAA Fisheries finds these other types of proposed direction
generdly are designed to be effective in ensuring actions protect and restore streams; however, their
implementation may be less consstent than if they were sandards. Direction for roads and fire
management illudtrate that point (refer to Attachment 6, Table 3 for detail). Regarding guidelines, an
interim standard requiring establishment of a rehabilitation team for fire-damaged riparian aress
(PACFISH FM-5) would be replaced by aguideline. The Revised LRMPs describe that guidelines
will be implemented, unless specific rationaeis provided that judtifies an exception. The exceptions and
rationae are not, however, subject to interagency review. Similarly, FSM and FSH direction (subject
to change without NOAA Fisheries review) for road congtruction would be used in lieu of interim
gtandards (PACH SH RF-2af.). Regarding objectives, interim requirements to close and stabilize
unstable roads and repair stream crossings that block fish (PACH SH RF-3c. and RF-4) would be
replaced with objectives to identify, prioritize, and implement those repairs. Those objectives do
describe what has actudly occurred under interim direction: implementation of standards for road
repairs has been incomplete due to funding limitations, though repair priorities generdly have been
basad on importance for ligted fish. In summary, NOAA Fisheries envisons potentid for incond stent
gpplication primarily of guiddines and FSM/FSH direction that replace interim standards. Interagency
involvement in exceptions to guiddines and changes in manua and handbook BMPsis not proposed,
though it could increase consistency in ensuring projects protect and restore important habitat for listed
fish.

Third, severd proposed fire management standards (e.g., Standards 1, 2, and 3) involve exceptions
related to public safety and defense of property that alow actions that can adversdy affect listed fish
and thar habitat. NOAA Fisheries finds that, while these exceptions are necessary, toolsto minimize
the effects on streams and listed fish may not be in place early in the implementation of the LRMPs.
For example, operational resources (e.g., direction on application of chemica retardants, and maps of
base camp and water dipping areas that minimize effects on sreams with listed fish) would be
developed within one year pos-ROD. Exigting Fire Management Plans currently in place on the Boise
and Payette Nationd Forests can be used to provide this function until the operationa guidance is
completed. The Sawtooth Nationa Forest, however, does not have this type of guidance in place;
therefore, fire suppression activities on that Forest during the first year post-ROD can have increased
risk of adversdly affecting listed fish and their habitat.

Standards and Guidelines, Effects Summary - Based primarily on project-level consultation
experience with the SWIE Forests, NOAA Fisheries finds that the proposed standards and guidelines,
while addressing the various potential sources of adverse effects on listed fish and their habitat, do not
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entirdly ensure adverse effects will be avoided and minimized in projects designed under the LRMPs.
Broad direction, for instance, in effect relies on project-level consultation to determineif: (1) long-term
benefits demonstrably outweigh short-term adverse effects: (2) exigting authorities are fully applied to
avoid/minimize effects from mining, water conveyance, and hydropower actions; and (3) reductionsin
habitat conditions within the “functioning gppropriately” range maintain protection of core habitats for
listed species (e.g., protection from additiond perturbations). The effectiveness of RCA and landdide-
prone area direction does depend on monitoring and adjustments, but that direction generdly seems
well designed to avoid/minimize adverse effects on listed species. Replacement of some interim
standards (particularly for roads and fire management) with guiddines or FSM/FSH direction,
however, can result in less consstent application of measures that protect listed fish and their habitat.
Findly, potentid adverse effects from fire management (exceptions related to safety and property),
pending development of operationa guides, can be minimized with the use of exigting operationa
guides, however, existing operationa guides are not in place on the Sawtooth Nationa Forest.

MA and MPC Direction - Given that Forest-wide direction alows for some activities that could
adversdy affect listed sdlmon and steelhead and their habitat as noted above, NOAA Fisheries
evauates area-gpecific (MA/MPC) direction and Forest Service projections of activity levels that
would occur under the Revised LRMPs. Each subbasin contains area-specific direction applicable to
the entire MA, but dso area-gpecific direction based on the management emphasis of the MPC
assigned (see Attachment 7). What follows is a summary of area-specific direction, and how well this
direction works to avoid or minimize adverse effects to listed fish speciesin relaion to: (1) types of
activities dlowed in each subbasin, and (2) projected levels of activities expected to occur in each
subbasin.

Patterns of Ground-disturbing Activities Allowed: MPC Risk Levels - MPCsvary in terms of the
level of protective direction they provide for ESA-listed fish species and their habitat. For example,
MPCsthat contribute to the suited timber base, provide direction that dlows for higher levels of ground
disturbing activities (i.e., timber harvest, road congtruction, etc.), and consequently pose a higher risk of
adverse effects to listed fish gpecies and their habitat from ground-disturbing activities that affect
streams. Based on the management emphasis provided by each MPC assignment, the types/patterns of
activities dlowed under that MPC, and the varying levels of protective direction provided for ESA-
listed fish species and their habitat under those MPCs, NOAA Fisheries has grouped each MPC into
one of three generd levels of risk to listed fish species and their habitat (MPC “risk” level; see Table 9).
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Table9. MPC Designation Grouped by Risk of Adverse Effect to ESA-listed Anadromous
Fish Species and Fish Habitat.

Risk to ESA-listed
Fish Species and MPC Designation
Habitat

1.1 - Existing Wilderness

1.2 - Recommended Wilderness

2.1-Wild & Scenic Rivers

Low 3.1 - Passive Restoration & Maintenance Aquatic, Terrestrial and Hydrologic Resources

4.1a- Undeveloped Recreation: Maintain Inventoried Roadless Character

4.1c - Undeveloped Recreation: Maintain Unroaded Character w/ Allowance for
Restoration Activities (Inside Inventoried Roadless Areas [IRAS])

2.2 - Research Natural Areas

3.2 - Active Restoration & Maintenance Aquatic, Terrestrial and Hydrologic Resources

Moderate
4.1¢ - Undeveloped Recreation: Maintain Unroaded Character with Allowance for
Restoration Activities (Outside IRAS)

4.2 - Roaded Recreation

5.1 - Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis w/in Forested Landscapes

High
5.2 - Commodity Production Emphasis w/in Forested L andscapes

6.1 - Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis w/in Shrubland and Grassland L andscapes.

“Low risk” MPCs have a conservation or passive restoration theme, do not contain suited timber base,
have the greatest restrictions of the MPCs on road congtruction/reconstruction, and alow prescribed
fire only for fud treatment activities (instead of mechanica vegetation management actions). “Moderate
risk” MPCs have an active restoration theme, aso do not contain suited timber base, but generdly
include less redtrictive road congtruction/recondtruction limitations, and an option to use mechanica
vegetation trestments in addition to prescribed fire to achieve fuds reduction, etc. “High risk” MPCs
alow more aggressive active restoration or commodity production, contain suited timber base, have the
fewest regtrictions on road congtruction/ recongtruction, and provide the ability to use the full range of
mechanical and prescribed vegetation treatments and suppression strategies. An example of how
direction varies between low, medium, and high risk MPCs for road construction/recongtruction is
provided below.
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Low Risk style MPC Sandard - Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where
needed: (a) To provide access related to reserved or outstanding rights; or (b) To respond to
statute or treaty; and for MPC 3.1 c) To address immediate response situations where, if the
action is not taken, unacceptable impacts to hydrologic, aquatic, riparian or terrestrial resources, or
health and safety, would result.

Moderate Risk MPC Road Sandard - For MPC 3.2, same as above low risk standard, but includes
one more allowance: To support aquatic, terrestrial, and watershed restoration activities.

High Risk style MPC Guideline (vs. Standard in low and moderate) - For MPCs 5.1 and 6.1, road
construction and reconstruction may occur where needed: (a) To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights; or (b) To respond to statute or treaty; or ©) To achieve restoration
and maintenance objectives for vegetation, water quality, aquatic habitat, or terrestrial habitat; or
(d) To support management actions taken to reduce wildfire risks in wildland-urban interface
areas, or (€) To meet access and travel management objectives.

Similar trends of increasing dlowances (from low to high risk MPCs) for mechanica vegetation
trestment are summarized in Attachment 8.

Low, moderate, and high risk MPCs a'so differ in terms of the duration that activities are allowed to
degrade fish habitat (see discussion of duration in WCIs, Section B.1.b. of this Opinion). For example,
the Standard for MPC 3.1 (low risk), alows management actions, to only degrade habitat conditionsin
the temporary (up to 3 years), avoiding degradation in the short (3-15 years) and long-term (>15
years); whereas the MPC 3.2 (moderate risk) alows management activities to avoid habitat
degradation only in the long-term. This extension, alowing for longer durations of management-related
effects to listed fish gpecies and their habitats, directs a higher risk where these MPCs have been
goplied. These MPC standards were drafted to alow the Forest Service more flexibility to plan and
implement restoration projects where needed, allowing up to short-term effects where the WARS
database showed that active restoration was more appropriate. However, as determined above,
SWIE Matrix implementation guidance is expected to provide the necessary clarifications for gpplying
SWRA Standard 4 during project-level implementation.

This considered, NOAA Fisheries finds that restrictive direction provided by low risk MPCs, when
applied a the project-leve, will result in projects consstently designed to avoid or minimize adverse
effectsto listed fish species and their habitat. Allowable activities in moderate risk MPCs dso are
expected avoid and minimize adverse effects in most instances, though NOAA Fisheries moderate risk
MPCs have been further examined below where subbasins are anticipated to have higher levels of
activity (eg., in Upper Samon River subbasin). High risk MPCs, with a higher likelihood of ground-
disturbing activities, and a corresponding higher likelihood of resulting in adverse effects on listed fish
gpecies where more prevaent, are the focus of NOAA Fisheries andlyss of effects of LRMP direction
on subbasins (below).

Table 10 was devel oped to demongtrate where high risk MPCs are more prevaent in relation to ESA-
listed anadromous fish species, summarizing the percentage of low, moderate, and high risk MPCs by
anadromous fish-bearing subbasin, highlighting subbasins where increased levels of ground disturbance
aremogt likely to occur.
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Table 10. Percentage of Subbasins Managed on Southwest | daho Ecogroup by Assigned
MPC Risk Category (subbasins occupied by anadromousfish only)

% of % MPC Risk Category*
Subbasin Subbasin w/in

SWIE Low M oderate High
Hells Canyon 5 94 0 6
Little Sailmon R. 47 61 3 37
Lower M. Fk. Salmon 33 93 8 0
Lower Samon 11 89 0 12
M. Samon-Chamberlain 40 89 5 6
S. Fk. SAmon R. 98 66 31 4
Upper M. Fk. Salmon 20 82 18 0
Upper Salmon 35 58 41 <1

* Low Risk - MPCs 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1a 4.1c (inside IRAS); Moderate Risk - MPCs 3.2, 4.1c (outside

IRAS); High Risk - MPCs4.2,5.1, 5.2, 6.1

Projected Activity Levels and Types from Forest Service Modeling - In addition to describing an
expected leve of risk to listed fish species and their habitat, MPC assgnments also imply certain levels
of activity for various land management activities. However, other than objectives broadly setting
dlowable sale quantity (ASQ) targets by Forest (see Table 11), specific information on the extent,
location, and duration of individud projects was not avaladle at this scae of the andysis.

Table11. Proposed Objectivesfor Timberland Activitiesby SWIE National Forest
(Timberland Objectives1 - 3)

LRMP Objectives Payette N.F. Boise N.F. Sawtooth N.F.
Annual Harvest (acres) 5,500 10,000 2,000
Reforestation (acres) 1,500 2,000 480
Stand Improvement (acres) 3,000 10,000 300
ASQ (million board ft./decade) 325 450 60
TSPQ! (million board ft./decade) 405 667 129

1 TSPQ includes ASQ and wood products (e.g., fuelwood, posts, poles, houselogs, etc.) generated from vegetation
treatment activities on both suited and not suited timberlands.

Instead, the Forest Service used MPC assgnments and other information to more generdly predict
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where levels of certain land management activities were mogt likely to take place, forecasting where
those activities are most likely to affect the environmenta basdline and listed fish species. The BA
found that even after gpplying dl Forest-wide and MA/MPC direction, MPCs with active management
themes had a higher potentid for temporary and short-term effects to listed fish species and their
habitat, citing the following reasons: (1) as more active treetments are applied, more protective
measures may be needed to avoid or minimize potentia effects. Asmore protective measures are
applied, the risk that those measures would not be properly implemented increases; and (2) the more
management activities applied to a specific location, the more the risk thereis of effects occurring from
those management disturbances, regardless of mitigation measures.

The LRMP BA (p. VI-158) evaluated risk to listed fish species and their habitat associated with
modeled or expected increasesin levels of activity at the subbasin scale. To better determine where
higher levels of management activities would be mogt likely to occur in relation to listed fish species, a
generd leve of risk was assigned for each subbasin based on the leve of activity expected to occur
under varying MPC assgnments (Table 12). Each of the mgor headings used in Table 12 will be
briefly discussed following the table, describing briefly how risk was predicted or modeled for each
(explained in detall in Attachment 9). The effects analysis will conclude by considering how these
model ed/predicted activity levels are expected to affect the environmenta basdline and ESA-listed fish
pecies within individua subbasins
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Table12. Forest Service Predicted Leve of Risk to ESA-listed Anadromous Fish Species
and Their Habitat Associated with Predicted or Modeled High Activity Levels.

Level of Risk Associated with High Activity L evels
5, | B
Subbasins 50 S o 9
32 | £8| ¢
2 C S o
o5g |5 | 2| § 0
s | ES | Sa| 5| B | %
g sSg | 2= | %8B | B £
04 0 < X c [ry= x p
Hells Canyon L L N/A L L L
Little Sailmon R. H L H H M L
Lower M. Fk. Salmon L L N/A L M H
Lower Samon L L N/A L M L
M. Samon-Chamberlain L L N/A L M H
S. Fk. Samon R. L L H L H H
Upper M. Fk. Salmon L L N/A L L L
Upper Salmon L H N/A L H L

TOC - Threshold of concern (see below)
2 FM - Fire Management or Fuels Reduction

The Threshold of Concerrf (TOC) prediction was used to arrive at an overdl prediction of the amount
of ground disturbance that could be expected to occur within a given subbasin (see Attachment 9 for a
detailed discusson of TOC). Thismode, combined projected levels of timber harves, fuels
management, and facility and road devel opment across each subbasin in terms of Equivaent
Replacement Treatment (ERT) acres, ameasure that can be directly related to ECA asused in the
SWIE Matrix. Ingenerd, when the predicted level of activity exceeded a TOC of 100%, ECA vaues
were likely to reach levels that were deemed more likely to result in

6 The TOC valueis the result of a Cumulative Watershed Effects Model (CWE) adapted from Menning et
al. (1996) to predict how projected levels of vegetation treatment, fuels management, and facility and road
development combine to influence each subbasin in terms of Equivalent Replacement Treatment (ERT) acres, the
disturbance associated with an acre of mechanically harvested clearcut. Depending upon criteria such asthe
presence of listed species, ERT classes, which can be equated to percent ECA, were used to establish each
subbasins relative vulnerability. This ERT value wasin turn used to represent the TOC, where a value >100%
equaled the threshold at which the recommended ERT value would be exceeded and the potential risk of adverse
effects on listed species could be expected (See detailed discussion of model beginning Page VI-159 of LRMP BA).
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adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species and their habitat. The Upper Saimon River subbasin wasthe
only subbasin where modeled TOC va ues exceeded 100%, based on the amount of fuels management
activities expected to occur in this subbasin over the life of the LRMP.

Although the amount of ground disturbance from fuels management activitiesisincluded in the TOC
modeling effort, in subwatersheds at high risk for uncharacteristic wildfire, the risk of adverse effects on
listed fish species dso was weighed for mechanical vegetation trestment versus wildfire (Risk of FM
treatments in strongholds’ predictor, Table 12). Where strongholds for ESA-listed anadromous fish
species overlgpped with arating of high uncharacteristic wildfire risk, NOAA Fisheries has determined
that the risk of adverse effects from fuels reduction trestments may pose a higher risk of adversely
affecting listed fish than awildfire in those subwatersheds. Subwatersheds at high risk of
uncharacterigtic wildfire that are also considered strongholds for listed sdmon and steelhead occur only
in the Little Sdmon River and South Fork Samon River subbasins.

The Forest Service BA aso evauated increased levels of risk associated with grazing, noxious weed
trestment, recrestion, and mining (summarized in Table 12, see Attachment 9 for detailed discussion of
these evduations). For grazing, subbasins with a higher percentage of lands suitable for grazing and a
higher percentage of those lands managed under balanced (versus limited) grazing Strategies were
deemed more likely to result in adverse effects to listed fish species (Little Sdmon River subbasin only).
Subbasins at higher risk from noxious weed trestments included those with higher dengties of roads,
trails, and other forest facilities, areas with a higher likelihood of infestation and better accessto detect
and treat these infestations. The Little Sdmon River subbasin was the only subbasin where the
anticipated leve of noxious weed treatment rated as a high risk to ESA-listed fish species. Because of
uncertainty where increases or future activities would occur, risk from recreation and mining was related
to current use levels observed within each subbasin.  Recreation was generdly expected to increase
proportionately with increesing human populations in the area (highest in the South Fork Saimon River
and Upper Samon River subbasins), while minerds expansion was deemed mogt likely to continue in
aress currently being used for mineral development (highest potentid in Lower Middle Fork, Middle
Sdmon-Chamberlain, and South Fork Samon River subbasins). Each of these dementswill be
discussed below in the effects summary for each subbasin.

Hells Canyon Subbasin - Approximately 5% (9,900 acres) of the Hells Canyon subbasin is
administered by the SWIE, 6% (602 acres) of which is eigible to contribute to the Payette Nationa
Forests ASQ. The ASQ would come from high risk MPCs (see Table 9 and related discussion re:
MPC risk to ESA-listed fish species) in the Upper Degp Creek subwatershed, a subwatershed
occupied in its lower reaches by Snake River sedhead and spring/summer chinook salmon.

The environmenta basdine for the SWIE portion of this subbasin ranged between “functioning at risk”
and “functioning appropriatey” (See Table 7), with degraded habitat primarily resulting from high ECA
vaues resulting from wildfire and water quality contamination from the now defunct and privately
owned Red Ledge Mine. NOAA Fisheries has determined that projects designed under MPCs and
the predicted leve of activity in this subbasin are not likely to further degrade the environmenta basdline
and result in adverse effects to listed fish species or their habitat. This determination is based on the
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following: (1) Only 6% of the SWIE acreage is eigible for contributing to the ASQ; (2) Acreage digible
for ASQ islocated aong the upper ridgeline of the Deep Creek subwatershed, avoiding steep
sdedopes, and severd miles upstream from habitat occupied by ESA-listed anadromous fish species,
and (3) The remaining 94% of the acreage is assigned to low risk MPCs with an emphasison
maintaining the inventoried roadless character or passve restoration, with low levels of predicted
ground disturbing activities.

Little Salmon River Subbasin - Approximately 47% (175,225 acres) of the Little Samon
River subbasin is administered by the Payette National Forest. Of this acreage, high risk MPCs (4.2,
5.1, and 5.2) occur in approximately 37% (64,800 acres) of that total, 49,373 acres of which has been
included as digible for contribution to the Payette National Forest ASQ. Sixty-one percent of the
remaining acreage isin low risk MPCs, emphasizing primarily passve restoration or maintaining the
roadless character. ESA-listed Snake River steehead and spring/summer chinook salmon spawn and
rear in the maingtem Little SAmon River and severd tributaries. The Little Sdmon River and tributaries
above river mile 21 are currently blocked to anadromous fish; however, this upper section and
accessible tributaries within it, is considered historic habitat for sdmon and steelhead, and has been
included in the designation of criticd habitat for spring/summer chinook samon

Environmentd basdline conditions in the mainstem are degraded, notably due to channelization, and to
sediment inputs from grazing, timber harvest, roading, and other activities on Federa and non-Federa
land. Mogt of the tributaries dso have devated substrate sediment and other reductions in habitat
function. High risk MPCs and projected high management activity levels occur in severd
subwatersheds currently accessible to anadromous fish (including Elk, Lower Boulder, Upper Boulder,
Lower Hazard, and Lower Hard Creek subwatersheds) and other subwatersheds above the barrier
that affect oawning and rearing habitat in the maingem (Upper Little Sdmon, Trail, Middle Little
Samon, SixmileThreemile, Round Valey, Big, Upper and Lower Mud, and Lower/Upper/Little
Goose Creek subwatersheds).

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types of activities projected by Forest Service modding for the LRMPs
(and dlowed under the high risk MPCs), as most of these will occur in watersheds occupied by or
upstream from and potentidly affecting listed sdmon and stedhead. Forest Service modding identifies
relatively high levels of current and continued grazing; however, NOAA Fisheries consultation record
and |I'T monitoring reports indicate that the grazing dlotments are not likely adversdly affecting listed
anadromous fish. NOAA Fisheriesfinds that SWRA Standard 4 in particular will ensure that Payette
Nationd Forest administered grazing in this subbasin will continue to have negligible effects on salmon
and stedlhead and their habitat. Noxious weed trestment programs are dso factored into high risk
MPC/high activity level categorization; however, current program level consultation (2001 BA; NOAA
Fisheries draft 2003 Opinion) indicates adverse effects of toxic chemica gpplication on saimon and
steelhead can be effectively reduced through a series of limitations to the gpplications. This sort of
program is likely to continue, asit must comply with SWRA Standard 4 and other proposed standards.
The moderate recreation use of the Little Salmon River subbasin is projected to increase. NOAA
Fisheries consultation record shows localized degradation of riparian vegetation and streambanks from
recreation in this subbasin. MA-specific objectives were added to PNF MAs 4, 5, and 6 to address
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recregtion-related effectsto riparian areas. Forest-wide and MA direction is expected to avoid most
but not all adverse effects related to these increasing levels of recreetion.

NOAA Fisheriesis concerned about potentia long-term adverse effects on listed fish habitat from
increased levels of mechanicd vegetation treatments (projected in severd of the subwatersheds listed
above) to address risks of uncharacteristic wildfire and urban area protection. Fud reduction
treatments may result in increasing ECAs above 15%, using the exception under SWRA standard 4 for
short-term adverse effects on fish habitat where outweighed by demonstrable long-term benefits to the
habitat (refer to discussion above, under Standards and Guidelines, regarding uncertainties associated
with demondgtrating and quantifying long-term benefits). Because vegetation treatments would overlap
three subwatersheds identified as strongholds for ESA-listed steelhead and spring/summer chinook
sdmon, and effects from mechanica vegetation trestments may be greater to listed anadromous fish
than from wildfire, NOAA Fisheries remains concerned regarding potentia long-term effects on ESA-
listed fish speciesin this subbasin. Watershed andyses have not been completed to inform the design
of these projects. Payette Nationa Forest has completed a subbasin assessment of the Little Smon
River that can provide useful subbasin level context for projects. A Consultation Framework document
for this subbasin can provide additiond watershed leve information and result in projects that are well
designed on the whole to protect and restore habitat for listed fish; however, this information may not
be avallable within the firat years of LRMP implementation, and vegetation projects are dready being
developed (e.g., Meadow Slope and Middle Little Samon Projects).

Finaly, the LRMPs do not offer area-specific direction to identify and reduce adverse effects from
water withdrawasin this subbasin. At least two Federdly-permitted water withdrawals (Y antis Ditch
and Delbaere Campbe| Ditch) reduce instream flows in subwatersheds containing anadromous fish,
and other withdrawds and reservoir management upstream of the barrier affect insgream flowsin
designated criticd habitat, and may affect sdlmon and steelhead in the lower maingtem Little Sdmon
River. Ingenerd, existing authorities related to water withdrawas remain not completely clear; and
debates about authorities have dowed completion of consultation and reduction of effects on listed fish
of Federally-permitted water diversonsin this subbasin. A Consultation Framework document can
assg in darifying ingream flow needs and limiting factors for listed fish, but again this may not be
available in the near term. Forest Service involvement in Subbasin Planning (described in the LRMPs
and part of the environmental basdine under the 2000 Basinwide Recovery Planning document) will be
particularly critica in this watershed to provide technica assstance in identifying and reducing effects on
listed fish from both Federaly-permitted and other water withdrawals (as well as from non-Federd
grazing, and timber harvest effects).

Lower Middle Fork Salmon Subbasin - Approximately 33% (378,194 acres) of the Lower
Middle Fork Sdmon subbasin is administered by the SWIE. Approximately 89% of this subbasinis
managed for conservation under wilderness designation (MPC 1.1). This subbasin has no high risk
MPCs and will not contribute to ASQ for the Payette National Forest during this planning period.
Moderate risk MPCs (3.2 & 4.1¢ MPC) that alow for active retoration occur in less than 8% of the
subbasin (Table 10), located in the Smith Creek subwatershed, upstream from habitat known to be
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used by ESA-listed Snake River stedhead and spring/summer chinook salmon for spawning and
rearing in Big Creek.

The environmenta basdine for this subbasin is primarily “functioning gppropriately” in the wilderness,
ranging between “functioning a risk” and “functioning agppropriatdy” outsde the wilderness (See Table
7). Higtoric mining, and localized rurd/residentia development have contributed to local degradation of
the environmenta basdine, most notably through sediment ddivery associated with ground disturbing
activities and road network development. Recent wildfire has aso contributed to the degraded
basdine, burning approximately 40% of the Big Creek watershed in the summer of 2000.

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types of activities projected by Forest Service modding for the LRMP,
asmost of these activities will occur in watersheds occupied by or immediately upstiream and potentialy
affecting listed sdmon and stedlhead. The Forest Service modding identified this subbasin as having
moderate levels of recreation and a continuation of reatively high levels of mining. The moderate
recreation use of the Lower Middle Fork Salmon River subbasin is projected to increase with
increasing human populations. NOAA Fisheries consultation record does not demonstrate current
degradation of riparian vegetation and streambanks from recreation in this subbasin. MA directionis
expected to address increasing levels of recregtion in this subbasin, particularly with the addition of
MA-specific objectives for this subbasin to address effects to riparian areas from recreation sites and
uses, and to identify and correct recreationa campsites, parking aress, and trails that are causing
Sedimentation, compaction, or vegetation loss to subbasin habitat. Minerds activity has hitoricaly
been high in portions of this subbasin, with most use concentrated around the Big Creek/Stibnite MA
(PNF 13). ThisMA comprises approximately 3% of the subbasin. The Forest Service predicts that
this MA would continue to have a higher potentid for future small and large-scae minera devel opment.
Because effects of mining on listed fish and their habitat vary tremendoudy depending on the scope and
scale of the proposed project, NOAA Fisheries has determined that the direction applied Forest-wide
and within MA/MPCs will avoid or reduce adverse effects to habitat conditions at the LRMP leve,
while use of the SWIE Matrix during project development at the NEPA-scale and during Section 7
ESA conaultation will serve to further reduce the potentia for adverse effects from future minerds
activities a the project-leved in this subbasin.

NOAA Fisheries expects that projects designed under plan-level direction in this subbasin will generdly
avoid and minimize adverse effects on listed fish species and their habitat. This determination is based
on the following: (1) Eighty-sx percent of the subbasin isincluded in wilderness designation; (2) The
subbasin has no high risk MPCs and no acreage identified for contribution to the ASQ; and, (3) 93% of
the acreage is assgned to low risk MPCs with a conservation emphass, leading to low levels of
predicted ground disturbing activities, and (4) project-specific consultation will further address potentia
adverse effects rdated to future mineral development.

L ower Salmon River Subbasin - Approximately 11% (84,295 acres) of the Lower Samon
River subbasin is administered by the SWIE. Of this acreage, approximately 12% (9,668 acres) isin
high risk MPCs (MPC 5.1) and eligible to contribute to the Payette National Forests ASQ. High risk
MPCs are located in portions of the Elkhorn and French Creek watersheds, watersheds occupied by
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Snake River stedhead and spring/summer chinook salmon in the downstream reaches. Low risk
MPCs emphasizing passive restoration and maintenance of the unroaded character occur across the
remaining 89% of the subbasin administered by the SWIE (Table 10).

The environmenta basdline for this subbasin is primarily “functioning & risk,” with only the habitat
access identified as “functioning appropriatey” (See Table 7). Timber harvest, grazing and private land
development have contributed to degradation of the environmentd basdine in this subbasin, most
notably through sediment delivery associated with ground disturbing activities and development of valey
bottom roads. ECAsin excess of 15% are currently found in six of the nine subwatersheds on the
SWIE, reated to a combination of wildfire and timber harvest activity.

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types of activities projected by Forest Service modeding for the LRMP,
as most of these activities will occur in watersheds occupied by or immediately upstream and potentidly
affecting listed sdmon and stedhead. The Forest Service modding identified this subbasin as having
moderate levels of recreation, which are projected to increase with increasing human populations.
NOAA Fisheries consultation record shows localized degradation of riparian vegetation and
streambanks from recreation in this subbasin. MA-specific objectives were added to address
recregtion-related effects from trails and recreation Sites in the subbasin. Aslevesincrease, it is
expected that recregtion-related effects on fish and/or fish habitat would likely continue to occur.
Forest-wide and MA direction is expected to avoid most but not al adverse effects related to these
increesng levels of recreetion.

Because high risk MPCs are located in subwatersheds with high ECAs, NOAA Fisheriesis concerned
about potentia long-term adverse effects on listed fish habitat from future mechanical vegetation
trestmentsin this subbasin. Vegetation treatments may further increase ECA vauesin this subbasn,
using the exception under SWRA standard 4 for short-term adverse effects on fish habitat where
outweighed by demongtrable long-term benefits to the habitat. Watershed analyses have not been
completed to inform the design of these projects. A Consultation Framework document for this
subbasin can provide additiona watershed level information and result in projects that are well designed
on the whole to protect and restore habitat for listed fish; however, this information may not be
available within the first years of LRMP implementation.

Except for potentid effects related to recreation and high ECA values, NOAA Fisheries expects that
projects designed under plan-leve direction in this subbasin will generdly avoid and minimize adverse
effects on ESA-ligted fish gpecies and their habitat. This determination is based on the following: (1)
only 12% of the SWIE acreage is eigible for contributing to the ASQ); (2) acreage eigible for ASQ is
located in the upper portions of watersheds above reaches inhabited by ESA-listed fish species
(Elkhorn Creek and French Creek); and (3) the remaining 89% of the acreage is assigned to low risk
MPCs with an emphasis on passive restoration and maintaining the inventoried roadless character,
leading to low levels of predicted ground disturbing activities.

Middle Salmon-Chamberlain Subbasin - Approximately 40% (434,099 acres) of the
Middle Sdmon-Chamberlain subbasin is administered by the SWIE. Approximately 6% (26,021
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acres) of thisacreageisin high risk MPCs and digible to contribute to the Payette Nationa Forests
ASQ. Highrisk MPCs are located outside the true Middle-Samon-Chamberlain subbasin, and in face
drainages of Samon River, including the Witsher, Bear-Johnson, Fall Creek, East Fork Fdl,
Middle/Upper Warren, and Steamboat subwatersheds of the Fall and Warren Creek watersheds.
Snake River stedhead and spring/summer chinook salmon are located in the downstream reaches of
these watersheds. Low risk MPCs occur across approximately 89% of the subbasin administered by
the SWIE, the mgority of which (76%) has a conservation emphas's as designated wilderness (Table
10).

Insde the wilderness, the environmenta basdline is considered to be “functioning appropriately.”
Outsde the wilderness, the environmental basdline for this subbasin is primarily “functioning at risk”
(See Table 7). Timber harvest, mining, and grazing have contributed to degradation of the
environmental basdine, primarily in non-wilderness portions of the subbasin. Large-scae dredge
mining around the town of Warren has greetly dtered habitat conditions in this portion of the subbasin.
ECAs have dso been identified as a potentid issue in the subbasin, with 70% of the wilderness
subwatersheds exceeding 15% due to wildfire, and 70% of the non-wilderness subwatersheds
exceeding 15% due to a combination of wildfire and timber harvest activities.

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types of activities projected by Forest Service modding for the LRMP,
asmost of these activities will occur in watersheds occupied by or immediately upstiream and potentialy
affecting listed sdmon and stedlhead. The Forest Service modding identified this subbasin as having
moderate levels of recreation and a continuation of reatively high levels of mining. The moderate
recreation use of this subbasin is projected to increase with increasing human populations, with
increased use mogt likely occur around the town of Warren. NOAA Fisheries consultation record
shows locdized degradation of riparian vegetation and streambanks from recreation in this subbasin.
MA-specific objectives were added to address recreation-rel ated effects from trails and recreation
gtesin the subbasin. Forest-wide and MA direction is expected to avoid most but not al adverse
effects rdlated to these increasing levels of recregtion. Minerds activity has higtoricaly been high in this
subbasin, with most use concentrated around the Warren Creek watershed where numerous mining
clamsand gravel pitsexist (PNF MA 10). Specific MA direction has been added to this subbasin to
restore fish habitat degraded from previous mining operationsin the Upper Warren Creek watershed.
The Forest Service predicts that this MA would continue to have a higher potentid for future smal and
large-scale minerd development. Because effects of mining on listed fish and their habitat vary
tremendously depending on the scope and scale of the proposed project, NOAA Fisheries has
determined that the direction gpplied Forest-wide and within MA/MPCs will avoid or reduce adverse
effects to habitat conditions a the LRMP leve, while use of the SWIE Matrix during project
development at the NEPA-scde and during Section 7 ESA consultation will serve to further reduce the
potentia for adverse effects from future minerds activities a the project-leve in this subbasin.

Because high risk MPCs are located in subwatersheds with high ECAs, NOAA Fisheriesis concerned
about potentid long-term adverse effects on listed fish habitat from future mechanica vegetation
trestmentsin this subbasin. Vegetation treatments may further increase ECA vauesin this subbasn,
using the exception under SWRA standard 4 for short-term adverse effects on fish habitat where
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outweighed by demongtrable long-term benefits to the habitat. Watershed analyses have not been
completed to inform the design of these projects. A Consultation Framework document for this
subbasin can provide additiona watershed level information and result in projects that are well designed
on the whole to protect and restore habitat for listed fish; however, this information may not be
available within the first years of LRMP implementation.

Except for potentid effects related to recreation and high ECA values, NOAA Fisheries expects that
projects designed under plan-leve direction in this subbasin will generdly avoid and minimize adverse
effects on ESA-ligted fish gpecies and their habitat. This determination is based on the following: (1)
Seventy-six percent of the subbasin isincluded in wilderness designation; (2) 89% of the acreageis
assigned to low risk MPCs, leading to low levels of predicted ground disturbing activities; and (3)
Monitoring and project-specific consultation will address potentid adverse effects related to future
minerd development.

South Fork Salmon River Subbasin - Approximately 98% (828,324 acres) of the South
Fork Samon River subbasin is administered by the SWIE. Of this acreage, high risk MPCs occur in
approximately 4% (33,133 acres) of that total, of which 20,836 acres has been included as eligible for
contribution to the ASQ for the Boise and Payette Nationd Forests. High risk MPCs occur in the
Warm Lake and Wardenhoff Bear subwatersheds (includes mainstem Lower Johnson Creek),
subwatersheds in or immediately upstream from streams used by ESA-listed Snake River steehead and
spring/summer chinook salmon for spawning and rearing. Low risk MPCs occur across 66% of the
remaining lands administered by the SWIE in the subbasin (Table 10), with primary emphasis on
passive restoration, and or conservation as designated or recommended wilderness. The South Fork
Sdmon was identified as one of the subbasins with the greatest potentia for management related threats
from prescribed fire and thinning in the SWIE.

The environmentd basdine for this subbasin is currently degraded and “functioning at risk” (See Table
7). Timber harvest, road congruction, grazing, mining, and recreation have al been identified in
combination with highly erodible soils as contributing the habitat degradation in the subbasin. High
levels of ingtream sediment have resulted from historic ground-disturbing activitiesin this subbasin, a
condition that has been trending toward recovery based on habitat restoration projects and restrictions
imposed by interim direction for the subbasin.

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types of activities projected by Forest Service modeling for the
LRMPs, as mogt of these will occur in watersheds occupied by listed sdmon and steelhead. The
Forest Service modeling identified this subbasin as having high levels of recreetion and a continuation of
relatively high levels of mining in certain portions of the subbasin. The high recrestion use of this
subbasin is projected to increase. NOAA Fisheries consultation record shows localized degradation of
riparian vegetation and streambanks from recregtion in this subbasin. MA-specific objectives were
added to address dispersed and devel oped recreation-rel ated effectsto riparian areas. Forest-wide
and MA direction is expected to avoid most but not al adverse effects related to these increasing levels
of recreation. Based on higtorica use in the subbasin, minerds activity is expected to remain high in this
subbasin, with most use concentrated in four MAs on the Payette National Forest (PNF 11-14). The
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portion of the Big Creek/Stibnite MA (PNF 13) located in this subbasin, in particular would continue to
have a higher potentia for smal and large-scale minerd's development. An objective has been added
to address impacts from abandoned mines by identifying and rehabilitating abandoned mine lands to
reduce effects to water quality and fish habitat for listed and native fish species. Because effects of
mining on listed fish and their habitat vary tremendoudy depending on the scope and scae of the
proposed project, NOAA Fisheries has determined that the direction applied Forest-wide and within
MA/MPCswill avoid or reduce adverse effects to habitat conditions a the LRMP level, while use of
the SWIE Matrix during project development at the NEPA-scale and during Section 7 ESA
consultation will serve to further reduce the potentia for adverse effects from future minerds activities at
the project-leve in this subbasin.

NOAA Fisheriesis concerned about potentia long-term adverse effects on listed fish habitat from
increased levels of mechanica vegetation trestments to address risks of uncharacteristic wildfire and
urban area protection in the South Fork Salmon River drainage. Ground-disturbing activities
associated with fud reduction treatments may result in increased levels of fine sediment depositionin
streams used for spawning or rearing by listed anadromous fish, using the exception under SWRA
gtandard 4 for short-term adverse effects on fish habitat where outweighed by demonstrable long-term
benefits to the habitat. In addition, these vegetation treatments would overlap three subwatersheds
identified as strongholds (Wardenhoff-Bear, Two-Bit Roaring, and Tyndal Stolle subwatersheds) for
ESA-listed stedhead and spring/summer chinook salmon, where effects from mechanical vegetation
treatments may be greater to these species than from wildfire. Therefore, NOAA Fisheriesremans
concerned regarding potentia long-term effects of activities planned under the Revised LRMPs on
ESA-ligted fish speciesin this subbasin. A subbasin assessment has been completed, and watershed
andyses have been completed for portions of the subbasin (e.g. to inform Blackmare/Fourmile Fuels
Reduction Project); however, watershed andysis level information is not available for dl portions of the
subbasin where moderate and high risk MPCs and increased mechanica vegetation treatments are
possible. A Consultation Framework document for this subbasin can provide additiond watershed
level information and result in projects that are well designed on the whole to protect and restore habitat
for liged fish; however, thisinformation may not be available within the firs years of LRMP
implementation, and vegetation projects are dready being developed (e.g., Greater Y ellowpine
Project).

Upper Middle Fork Salmon River Subbasin - Approximately 20% (189,873 acres) of the
Upper Middle Fork Sdmon River subbasin is administered by the SWIE. This subbasin has no high
risk MPCs and will not contribute to ASQ for the Boise or Payette Nationa Forests during this
planning period. Moderate risk MPCs (3.2 MPC) emphasizing active restoration occur in
approximately 18% of the subbasin, located primarily in tributaries to the Bear Vdley watershed, an
important watershed for spawning and rearing of ESA-listed Snake River stedhead and spring/summer
chinook salmon. Low risk MPCs occur across the remaining 82% of the subbasin administered by the
SWIE, emphasizing passive restoration (22%) or conservation as wilderness or recommended
wilderness (60%).

The environmenta basdine is“functioning appropriately” within the wilderness, and primarily
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“functioning at risk” outsde the wilderness (See Table 7). Locdized degradation of habitat has
occurred as aresult of historic dredge mining, past timber harvest, past livestock grazing, road
development, and recreation. This has resulted in increased instream sediment, stream channel
modification, and streambank ingtability, located primarily in Upper Marble Creek and the Bear Valey
Watershed.

NOAA Fisheries expects that projects designed under plan-level direction in this subbasin will generdly
avoid and minimize adverse effects on ESA-listed fish species and their habitat. This determination is
based on the following: (1) no high risk MPCs contributing to ASQ); (2) approximately 82% of the
acreage is assgned to low risk MPCs with an emphasis on conservation of wilderness attributes or
passive restoration; and (3) low levels of predicted ground disturbing activities.

Upper Salmon River Subbasin - Approximately 35% (546,537 acres) of the Upper Samon
River subbasin is administered by the SWIE (Sawtooth National Recreation Area). Of this acreage,
high risk MPCs (6.1) digible to contribute to the Sawtooth Nationa Forests ASQ occur in <1%
(1,833 acres). ThisASQ islocated in Champion Creek, a watershed designated as critica habitat for
Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon and potentially occupied by Snake River steelhead.
Moderate risk MPCs (3.2 & 4.1c MPCs) emphasizing active restoration occur in approximately 41%
of the subbasin. Low risk MPCs occur across the remaining 58% of the subbasin administered by the
SWIE (Table 10), emphasizing passive restoration or conservation as wilderness or recommended
wilderness. This subbasin provides an array of maingtem Samon River and tributary spawning and
rearing habitats for threatened spring/summer chinook salmon and steelhead, and specific lake/stream
spawning and rearing habitats for endangered sockeye sdmon. Environmenta basdine conditions vary
greatly in the subbasin, though generdly (in mainsem Salmon River and tributaries) there has been
increased sedimentation of stream substrates and reduction of off-channel rearing habitat due to roads,
recreation, and non-Federal land development and activitiesin riparian areas. Further, water
withdrawalsin severd tributary streams reduce instream flows, cause seasond blockages of access by
listed fish, and (where unscreened) divert listed fish into irrigation ditches, thereby ddlaying or
dimingting migration.

NOAA Fisheries evauated the types and leve of activities projected by Forest Service modeling for
this subbasin, as these activities will occur in watersheds occupied by or affecting listed sdmon and
gedhead. In this subbasin, increasing levels of recreation and predicted high levels of mechanicd
vegetation treatment (e.g. projects associated with insect-killed trees, fuels reduction, etc.) rated as
posing the highest potentia to result in adverse effect to listed fish speciesin this subbasin. Thisisa
popular recreation areawith high levels of current use, and future use is expected to increase over the
duration of the LRMP. NOAA Fisheries consultation record has shown localized degradation of
riparian vegetation and streambanks from recregtion in this subbasin. MA-specific objectives were
added to PNF MAs 2 and 3 to address recreation-related effects to riparian areas and fish habitat.
Forest-wide and MA direction is expected to avoid most but not all adverse effects related to these
increasing levels of recrestion.
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Although only one subwatershed (Champion Creek) would contribute to ASQ, the Upper Samon
River subbasin was identified as having have ahigh risk of wildfire and/or subgtantiad insect mortdity in
need of active retoration (as reflected through increased levels of MPCs with an active restoration
emphasis). A TOC of 125% was modeled for the Upper Salmon River subbasin (see Attachment 10),
indicating that anticipated levels of ground disturbing activities are likdly to result in ECAs >15%, and
may use the exception in SWRA Standard 4 for short-term adverse effects on fish habitat where
outweighed by demonstrable long-term benefits to the habitat. Because TOCs over 100% represent an
increased risk to ESA-listed fish species, NOAA Fisheries remains concerned regarding potentia long-
term effects on ESA-listed fish gpecies from the anticipated amount of mechanica vegetation trestment
that potentialy could occur in this subbasin. Watershed andyses have not been completed to inform
the design of these projects. A Consultation Framework document for this subbasin can provide
smilar information and result in projects that are well desgned on the whole to protect and restore
habitat for ligted fish; however, thisinformation may not be avallable within the first years of LRMP
implementation, and vegetation projects are aready being developed (e.g., Red Tree Project).

Findly, dthough the Sawtooth National Forest MAs 2 and 3 offer MA-specific objectives designed to
reduce or diminate continued adverse effects from water withdrawals in this subbasin, the non-
mandatory nature of objectives make their completion uncertain. In generd, existing authorities related
to water withdrawas remain not completely clear; and debates about authorities and related scope of
Forest Service andysis of ingtream flows have hindered completing consultation and reducing the
effects on listed fish of many Federdly-permitted water diversonsin this subbasin. A Consultation
Framework document can assst in darifying instream flow needs and limiting factors for listed fish, but
again this may not be available in the near term. Forest Service involvement in Subbasin Planning
(described in the LRMPs and part of the environmental basdline under the 2000 Basinwide Recovery
Panning document) will be particularly critica in this watershed to provide technica assstancein
identifying and reducing effects on listed fish from both Federadly-permitted and other water
withdrawals.

2. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are defined in 50 CFR 402.02 as "those effects of future State or private activities,
not involving Federd activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the Federa
action subject to conaultation.” Other activities within the SWIE have the potentid to adversely affect
the listed species and critical habitat within the action area. Future Federd actions, including the
ongoing operation of hydropower systems, hatcheries, fisheries, and land management activities are
being reviewed through separate section 7 consultation processes. Past Federd actions have dready
been added to the environmenta basdinein the action area.
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Non-Federd actions are likely to continue affecting ESA-listed fish species. The cumulative effectsin
the action area are difficult to analyze, consdering the broad geographic landscape covered by the
action area, the uncertainties associated with non-Federa actions, and ongoing changes to theregion’s
economy. Whether those effects will increase or decrease in the future is not known; however, based
on the subpopulation and growth trends identified in this section, effects of non-Federd actions are
likely to increase.

Predominant ongoing activities on ate, triba, and private lands include timber harves, range
management and grazing of domestic livestock, and road congtruction. Land uses dso include limited
amounts of cultivation and irrigation of hay fields and pastures, water diversions and water-right
dlocations, and resdentia development. State laws regulate these activities. Land uses on non-
Federd land have been summarized by subbasin in Table 13.

Approximately nine percent of subbasins that support anadromous fish occur on private lands within the
action area (LRMP BA, Chapter VI- Fisheries, Table VI-54). Areasthat have the greatest potential
for the effects described above from private land activities in anadromous subbasins include the Hells
Canyon, Upper Samon, Little Salmon, and Lower Salmon subbasins. Effectsin these subbasins would
be greatest dong river valeys and the lower portions of mgor tributaries.

Lands administered by the State of 1daho comprise one percent of the subbasins that support
anadromous fish within the action area. Subbasins that have the greatest potentid for effects from date
lands include the Hells Canyon, Little Sdmon, and Lower Samon. State administered logging and
grazing is expected to contribute short-term adverse effects to spawning, rearing, and migration habitats
for anadromous species.

Effects from these non-Federd activities on listed fish species and habitat are expected to be smilar to
those that occur on Federd lands, dthough the size, magnitude and potentid for adverse effects may
differ due to less redtrictive management standards. For example, private land timber harvest and
related road construction activities within Idaho are regulated by the Idaho Forest Practices Act (IFPA)
under the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL). The IFPA does not provide alevel of protection and
conservation for ESA-listed fish and critical habitat comparable to that for Federally administered lands.

Another example of |ess redtrictive non-Forest standards include state lands leased for grazing which
are currently operated under BMPs established under Grazing Management Plans, overseen by the
IDL. Grazing BMPsasidentified in the Idaho State Agriculturd Pollution Abatement Plan (State Plan)
are not mandatory but recommended for private lands. Because compliance to the State Plan is not
required on private lands, no monitoring plan isin place to evaluate potentid direct and indirect impacts
on ESA-listed fish species or designated critical habitat.
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Table 13. Non-Federal Activitieson Private and State L ands.
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Hells Canyon 17060101 22 2 X X X X
Upper Salmon 17060201 5 <1 X X X X X X
U. Middle 17060205 <1 <1 X X
Fork Salmon
L. Middle
17060206 <1 <1 X X X
Fork Salmont
M. Salmon- 17060207 <1 <1 X X X X X
Chamberlain
South Fork 17060208 <2 <2 X X X X X
Salmon
Lower Samon 17060209 46 5 X X X
Little SAmon 17060210 31 3 X X X X X

Population growth and movement within the SWIE will cause demands for intensified rura
development, as well asincreased demands for water, municipa infrastructure, and other resources. In
the padt, loca governments generally accommodated growth in ways that adversdly affected listed fish
habitet.

The populations of urban areas within the SWIE Forests have been growing rapidly and are predicted
to continue to grow. Rurd areas, on the other hand have been fairly static, and populations are
predicted to remain or increase at adower rate. Asthe populations increase in urban and rurd aress,
Federa lands (approximately 90%) are expected to remain the same, leaving around 10 % of private
and state lands to accommodate the increase.

Non-Federa actions are likely to continue affecting listed species. Non-Federa lands comprise
approximately 13% of the sockeye sdimon ESU. Effects on sockeye salmon habitat from non-Federd
lands would be expected dong the upper maingem Salmon River and lower eevation, valley bottoms
inthe ESU. Effects on spring/summer chinook saimon and steelhead from non-Federd activities would
be low overdl in the Sdmon River when compared to other areasin the SWIE. Non-Federal lands
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comprise gpproximately 10 percent of the Sdmon River basin. However, cumulative effects from non-
Federa lands would be expected to be highest for chinook salmon and steelhead in subbasins such as
the Hells Canyon, Little Sdmon, and Lower Sdmon, subbasins with ardatively high percentage of
non-Federal land (20 percent or more). The Upper Salmon would aso be expected to have high
amounts of cumulative effects on stedhead, and sockeye and chinook sdlmon. Although a much lower
percentage of private and state lands are found in the subbasin, awide variety of land uses occur and
are expected to continue to occur within the subbasin (Table 13).

3. Consstency with Listed Species ESA Recovery Strategies

Recovery is defined by NOAA Fisheries regulations (50 CFR 402) as an “improvement in the status of
listed speciesto the point a which listing is no longer gppropriate under the criteria set out in section 4
(@) of the Act.”

Until the species-specific recovery plans are developed, the FCRPS Opinion (NMFS 2000) and the
related December 2000 Memorandum of Understanding Among Federd Agencies Concerning the
Conservation of Threatened and Endangered Fish Species in the Columbia River Basin (Basinwide
Samon Recovery Strategy; Federa Caucus 2000) provides the best guidance for judging the
sgnificance of an individua action relaive to the species-leve biologica requirements. In the absence
of completed recovery plans, NOAA Fisheries strives to ascribe the appropriate significance to actions
to the extent available information dlows. Where information is not available on the recovery needs of
the species, ether through recovery planning or otherwise, NOAA Fisheries applies a conservative
subdtitute that is likely to exceed what would be expected of an action if information were available.

The Forest Service has specific commitments to uphold under the Basinwide Samon Recovery
Strategy (Federd Caucus 2000). Commitments made pertinent to the proposed action include the
following:

1. Retain or re-charter the [I'T or asmilar interagency team to aid in the trangtion from interim
aguatic management strategies and products developed by the 11T to the long-term ICBEMP’
direction;

2. Strategicaly focus Forest Service and BLM scarce restoration resources using broad-scale
aquatic/riparian restoration priorities to first secure Federaly-owned areas of high Al and
second, restore out from that core, rebuilding connected habitats that support spawning and
rearing;

3. Ensure that land managers consider the broad landscape context of ste-gpecific decisions on
management activities by requiring a hierarchicaly-linked approach to analyss a different

’ Broad-scale implementation of ICBEMP has since been replaced by individual Forest Plan revision efforts
under aMemorandum of Understanding between Federal agencies - Forest Service, BLM, NOAA Fisheries, FWS,
Environmental Protection Agency and the Forest Service' s Forest and Range Experiment Stations (USDA Forest
Service et. a., 2002b) - which will cooperatively implement the “ The Interior Columbia Basin Srategy” to guide
efforts to update land use plans for National Forests and BLM lands in the four-state region.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

geographicd scadles. Thisisimportant to ensuring that the type, location and sequencing of
activitieswithin awatershed are appropriate and done in the context of cumulative effects and
broad-sca e issues, risks, opportunities and conditions,

Cooperate with smilar basin planning processes sponsored by the NPPC, Bonneville Power
Adminigtration and other Federa agencies, states and tribes to identify habitat restoration
opportunities and priorities. Integrate information from these processes into ICBEMP subbasin
review when appropriate;

Consult with NOAA Fisheries and FWS on land management plans and actions that may affect
listed fish species following the Streamlined Consultation Procedures for Section 7 of the ESA,
July 1999;

Collaborate early and frequently with states, tribes, locad governments and advisory councilsin
land management analyses and decisions;

Cooperate with other Federa agencies (in particular NOAA Fisheries and FWS), states, and
tribes in the development of recovery plans and conservation Strategies for listed and proposed
fish species. Require that land management plans and activities be cons stent with gpproved
recovery plans and conservation strategies,

Collaborate with other Federal agencies, states, tribes and loca watershed groupsin the
development of watershed plans for both Federa and non-Federa lands and cooperate in
priority retoration projects by providing technical assstance, dissemination of information and
dlocation of staff, equipment and funds;

Share information, technology and expertise, and pool resources, in order to make and
implement better-informed decisions related to ecosystemns and adaptive management across
jurisdictiona boundaries;

Collaborate with other Federal agencies, states and tribes to improve integrated application of
agency budgets to maximize efficient use of funds towards high priority restoration efforts on
both Federa and non-Federa lands;

Collaborate with other Federa agencies, states and tribes in monitoring efforts to assess if
habitat performance measures and standards are being met;

Require that land management decisons be made as part of an ongoing process of planning,
implementation, monitoring and evauations. Incorporate new knowledge into management
through adaptive management; and,

Enhance the exigting organizationd structure with an interagency basin-wide coordinating group
and anumber of sub-regiond interagency coordinating communities. These coordinating
groups and committees will ensure the implementation of ecosystem-based management across
Federa agencies adminigtrative boundaries, resolve implementation issues, be respongble for
data management and monitoring, and incorporate new information through adaptive
managemen.

A discussion outlining how the LRMP Revisions have addressed each of these commitments has been
included in Attachment 8 of this Opinion. The proposed action is consistent with the specific
commitments and primary objectives of the Basin-wide Samon Recovery Strategy.
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C. Conclusion

After reviewing the current status of the Snake River stedhead, sockeye sdlmon, spring/summer
chinook salmon, and fal chinook salmon, the environmental basdine for the action area, the effects of
the proposed action, and cumulative effectsin the action ares, it iISNOAA Fisheries biologica opinion
that the Revised LRMPs are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Snake River steelhead,
sockeye sdmon, spring/summer chinook salmon, and fal chinook samon, and not likely to destroy or
adversaly modify designated critical habitat. This concluson is based in large part on the LRMPs
complete and effective ACS, and on examination of projected locations, types, and levels of activities.

Notable aspects of each of the ACS dementsare : (1) The aguatic and riparian goas are founded on
functioning ecosystemsin keeping with current science; (2) use of WCIs, indicators of quality fish
habitat conditions in project design and evauation, has proven effective in application (NOAA Fisheries
Matrix) over the last severd years; (3) the RCA width delinestion processis based on riparian
functions, and will generdly yidd widths Smilar to or greater than interim widths, (4) for multi-scale
andysis, the Consultation Framework, though new, iswell congtructed to serve as an effective,
broadly-applied tool for andlyzing and using subbasin- and watershed-specific information in project
planning and consultation; (5) revised watershed priorities are a a different scae than interim Priority
Watersheds, and yet <till match well with those established watershed priorities; (6) restoration
priorities were identified through a thorough data analys's, appear well patterned to improve habitat for
increased production of listed fish, and target afinite set of areasto increase the likelihood restoration
will be accomplished and effective;

(7) monitoring incorporates new components (LUCID), and yet is linked to the interim basin-wide
program (11T); and (8) standards and guidelines provide specific direction for avariety of activities such
that project designs are expected to consstently avoid jeopardy/adverse modification.

NOAA Fisheries did note ways in which some of the ACS components can be strengthened.
Standards and Guidelines in particular place a burden on project-level consultation to, for ingtance,
weigh short- versus long-term effects on ESA-listed fish, understand existing authorities, and ensure
thereis negligible degradation of high qudity habitats important to ESA-listed fish (re: the definition of
“mantain’). Examination of where this project-level consultation burden may fdl by subbasin, shows
that alarge portion of the SWIE occupied by ESA-listed sdlmon and steelhead will be managed such
that risks to ESA-ligted fish arelow or moderate. For the subset of “high risk” areas, with potentialy
increased activity levels and important habitats for listed fish (e.g., Little Sdmon River, Upper Samon
River, and some areas of South Fork Salmon River), NOAA Fisheries finds that well informed project-
level consultation, founded on the Consultation Framework documents for those subbasins, will be the
key to minimizing risks and redizing longer term benefits to ESA-listed fish species in those subbasins.
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D. Conservation Recommendations

Congarvation recommendations are defined as “ discretionary measures to minimize or avoid adverse
effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or regarding the devel opment of
information” (50 CFR 402.02). Section 7 (a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agenciesto use their
authorities to further the purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of
the threatened and endangered species. NOAA Fisheries believes the conservation recommendations
listed below are consstent with these obligations, and therefore should be implemented by the Forest
Service.

1 The Forest Service should evauate and report to NOAA Fisheries the effectiveness of
rehabilitation effortsin RCAs in response to fire suppression activities (use of heavy
machinery, fire retardants, camp and base locations, etc.) that affected RCASs.

2. For subbasins identified as currently having moderate to high levels of recregtion (i.e,
Little SAmon, Lower Samon, Middle-Samon Chamberlain, South Fork Salmon, and
Upper Sdmon subbasins), the Forest Service should evaluate and describe (in its 5-
year Forest Plan monitoring reports) how changing levels of recrestion are expected to
affect ESA-lisged anadromous fish and designated critica habitat throughout the
remainder of the planning period.

3. The Forest Service should continue to complete annua reporting requirements for
herbicide use in the Little Sdmon River subbasin beyond the 2006 expiration date of
the Payette Nationa Forest Herbicide Treatment consultation. NOAA Fisheriesis
currently drafting a biologica opinion for herbicide treetment on the Payette Nationa
Forest, including the Little SAmon River subbasin. Consultation is expected to be
completed prior to the application season in 2003, expiring in 2006. Included in the
proposed action and draft Opinion, monitoring and adaptive management will require
an annud review of herbicides, their gpplication rates, application procedures, and total
acreage treated.

4, Over the planning period, the Forest Service objective for fish habitat restoration should
be to move & least two ACS Priority Subwatersheds per subbasin into a“functioning
gopropriately” condition. The SWIE Matrix (LRMP Appendix B) should be used to
assg in assessment of thisobjective. In addition, the Forest Service should initiate
habitat improvements in the other ACS Priority Subwatersheds as identified by WARS.
The gtrategy to achieve this objective should include steps to coordinate restoration
activities, and should take advantage of opportunitiesto pool funding (within Forest
Service, and among other sources including NOAA) across administrative boundaries
to accomplish top priority restoration projects.
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In order for NOAA Fisheriesto be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects, or
those that benefit listed species or critical habitat, NOAA Fisheries requests natification of the
achievement of any conservation recommendations when the action agency submitsits monitoring
report describing action under this Opinion or when the project is completed.

E. Reinitiation of Consultation

As provided in 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary
Federa agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and
if: (1) The amount or extent of taking specified in the Incidental Take Statement is exceeded, or is
expected to be exceeded (it should be noted that the first item listed above does not gpply to this
consultation, because the amount or extent of take has not been specified in this Opinion); (2) new
information reveds effects of the action may affect listed speciesin away not previoudy considered; for
ingtance, if NOAA Fisheries assumptions outlined in Section 1.D. are violated, or if unforseen
circumgtances (e.g., large wildfires, insect infestations, etc.) creste amgjor change in patterns of
activities not andyzed in the proposed action; (3) the action ismodified in away that causes an effect
on listed species that was not previoudy consdered (e.g., one-time amendments to LRMPs, changein
Forest Manual or Handbook direction relevant to effects on ESA-listed fish species, etc.); or (4) if a
new speciesislisted or critica habitat is desgnated that may be affected by the action.

F. Incidental Take Statement

Section 9 and rules promulgated under subsection 4(d) of the ESA prohibit any taking (harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of
listed species without a specific permit or exemption. Harm is further defined in 50 C.F.R. 222.102 to
include “sgnificant habitat modification or degradation where it actudly kills or injures fish or wildlife by
ggnificantly impairing essentid behaviord patterns including breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating,
feeding, or shdtering.” Harassis defined as actions that create the likelihood of injuring listed speciesto
such an extent asto sgnificantly dter norma behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, and sheltering. Incidenta take istake of listed species that results from, but is not the
purpose of, the Federd agency or the gpplicant carrying out an otherwise lawful activity. Under the
terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that isincidenta to, and not intended as part of, the
agency action is not consdered prohibited taking provided that such taking isin compliance with the
terms and conditions of an incidenta take statement.

Anincidenta take statement specifies the impact of any incidental taking of endangered or threatened
gpecies. It dso provides reasonable and prudent measures that are necessary to minimize impacts and
setsforth terms and conditions with which the action agency must comply in order to implement the
reasonable and prudent measures.
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Thisincidentd take statement sets forth reasonable and prudent measures, and terms and conditions,
that the Forest Service must implement at the plan leve, in order to be digible for an incidenta take
exemption a the project level. Thisincidenta take statement does not authorize the taking of any listed
gpecies. Incidentd take will be authorized for aparticular project or activity when NOAA Fisheries
consults on the project or activity. The 7(0)(2) exemption will become effective for that project or
activity a that time, provided that the Forest Service complies with the terms and conditions of this
gatement and any additiona terms and conditions specified in the project level incidentd take
gatement. The terms and conditions that gppear in thisincidenta take statement are those that NOAA
Fisheries bdieves (1) can be implemented only at the plan leve, and (2) are necessary to minimize teke
associated with subsequent projects or activities.

1. Amount or Extent of Take

The proposed action is reasonably certain to result in incidental take of the listed species at the project
level. The NOAA Fisheriesis reasonably certain the incidental take described here will occur because:
(1) surveysindicate the listed species are known to occur in the action area; and (2) certain activities
carried out in accordance with the proposed action are likely to adversely affect essentia habitat
features of criticd habitat that would in turnimpair feeding, breeding, or sheltering for the listed species.
The extent of take can not be anticipated until the project level consultation and will be described in
each project level incidental take statement.

2. Reasonable and Prudent Measures

Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs) are non-discretionary measures to minimize take, that may
or may not dready be part of the description of the proposed action. They must be implemented as
binding conditions for the exemption in section 7(0)(2) to apply. The Forest Service has the continuing
duty to regulate the activities covered in this incidentd take satement. If the Forest Servicefailsto
carry out required measures, failsto reguire applicants to adhere to the terms and conditions of the
incidental take statement through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, or
falsto retain the oversght to ensure compliance with these terms and conditions, the protective
coverage of section 7(0)(2) that will become effective at the project leve may lapse.

The NOAA Fisheries believes that the following reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and
gopropriate to minimize take of listed fish resulting from implementation of the action. These reasonable
and prudent measures would also minimize adverse effects on designated critica habitat.

The Forest Service 9dl:

1 Minimize the likdihood of incidentd take by clarifying locd sdeboards pertaining to:
a RCA ddinesation use of floodprone width;
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b. Landdide-prone monitoring by risk class,

C. Definitions of “maintain” and “duration of effectsin project-level application of
the SWIE Matrix;

d. Fire Management timelines for fire operationa resource guidance;

e Exceptions to guiddines pertaining to ESA-listed anadromous fish; and,

f. Forest Service levels of discretion for actions where authority is limited.

2. Minimize the likelihood of incidentd take by maintaining the necessary linkages between
the SWIE LRMP and broad-scale restoration/recovery strategies.

3. Minimize the likelihood of incidenta take by implementing subbasin-specific direction as
outlined for the Upper Salmon River and South Fork Salmon River subbasins.,

3. Terms and Conditions

To be digible for an exemption from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the ESA at the project-level, the
Forest Service must comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable
and prudent measures described above for each category of activity. These terms and conditions are
non-discretionary.

1. To implement RPM #1, clarification of loca sdeboards, the Forest Service shal:
A. RCA

Assess the effectiveness of floodprone widths in protecting riparian functions
and processes (identified in LRMP Appendix B, page B-37) from the effects of
different types of activities dong forested and unforested streams, and confined
and unconfined channel types. This assessment can be included as a portion of
the exigting “Riparian Condition” monitoring eement.

B. Landdide-prone

Include within their existing monitoring eement “Landdide Prevention,”
dratification by hazard class (i.e., low, moderate, and high).

C. Definitions

1. When applying the SWIE Matrix in project-level consultation for ESA-listed
anadromous fish species, identify any measurable change in WClIs (including
reductions within the functioning appropriately category, which the LRMPs
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classfy as “maintain”), evduate the potentid for adverse effects on listed
species and their habitat, and design projects to avoid or minimize adverse
effects, such asincrementd reduction of high quaity habitats.

When completing SWIE Matrix Table B-3 in project-level consultation,
specificaly define the anticipated duration (e.g., days, weeks, months, etc.) of
potentid effects on WClsfor each of the three temporal scaes (temporary,
short, and long-term) as agppropriate to address effects on listed anadromous
fish species and their habitat.

Fire Management

Deveop operationa resource guidance for each Forest (camp locations, water
dipping areas, chemica application guides, etc. [as outlined in TEPC Objective
23]) prior to the 2004 fire season.

Exception to Guiddines

For projects that may affect ESA-listed anadromous fish species or their
habitat, identify variance from a guiddine that pertainsto avoiding or minimizing
adverse effects on these species or their habitat, and provide rationale for
deviation from that guidelineto NOAA Fisheries during project-level ESA
consultetion.

Clarify levels of discretion, prior to new authorizations

For projects that may affect ESA-listed anadromous fish species or their
habitat, and Forest Service authority islimited (i.e., hydropower, water
conveyance, or mining actions), provide NOAA Fisheries with a description of
its authorities prior to or during project-level ESA consultation on those actions.

To implement RPM #2, Maintain linkages between the SWIE LRMP and broad-scale
restoration/recovery strategies, the Forest Service shdl:

A.

Provide an oversight and accountability body that linksto IIT by continuing to
work with the lI'T (or body implementing P/I and 1995/1998 LRMP Opinions)
and provide exchange of information regarding processes that are local in
scope, but have broad-scae implications, such as subbasin planning, watershed
andyd's and monitoring.

In the Upper Samon, South Fork Saimon, and Little SAmon River subbasins,
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not dlow likely to adversdly affect actions with adverse effects lasting three
years or longer on ESA-listed anadromous fish species or their habitat prior to
completion of the appropriate consultation framework document, unless
informed or driven by recommendations from exigting or new subbasin
assessments or watershed anayses.

3. To implement RPM #3, implement direction as outlined for the Upper Sdmon River
and South Fork Samon River subbasins, the Forest Service shdll:

A.

In the Upper SAmon River subbasin, not increase ECA vaues above 15% in
watersheds with ESA-listed anadromous fish species unless supported by
hydrologic andyss. Andyseswill be evauated by NOAA Fisheriesfor
projects that require ESA-consultation.

In the South Fork Samon River, the Payette and Boise National Forests shdll:

1.

In coordination with FWS and NOAA Fisheries, within 2-years of
sgning the ROD, revise the default WCI vaues to appropriate values
for this subbasin based on the best available data on functioning habitat
conditions for ESA-listed fish within the subbasin.

Continue its current sampling, andysis, and annud reporting of sediment
levels (core, free matrix/pebble counts, and cobble embeddedness) in
the mainstem and tributaries for the duration of the Revised LRMPs.
For projects that require ESA-consultation, ensure that each project
(with the exception of activities outsde Forest Service discretion, or
projects that directly repair saimon or steelhead habitat) that has more
than anegligible likelihood of adverse effects (i.e. likely to adversely
affect) on ESA-listed fish or their habitat meets the applicable criteria

a For projects proposed in upper portions of the subbasin,
upstream of main spawning areas (Stolle Meadows, Dollar,
Poverty Flats, Secesh Meadows, Lake Creek, etc.), or that
involve road congtruction, opening closed roads, or activitieson
high or moderate risk landdide-prone aress, Forest Service
must demondrate (e.g., from monitoring results of projects
below main spawning areas) during planning or consultation that
amilar projects have been implemented and sediment ddlivery
to streams was avoided or minimized.

b. Other projects will provide rationale, incorporating the best
avalable exiding information induding sediment monitoring
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data, that sediment ddivery will likely be avoided or minimized.

C. For projects where sediment ddlivery is a contributing factor to
the “Likely to Adversdly Affect” determination, monitor and
evauate the effectiveness of mitigating measures used to avoid
or minimize sediment delivery. The need for additiona
sediment monitoring related to “Not Likely to Adversdy
Affect” projects will be determined in project-level Section 7
consultation with NOAA Fisheries, on a case-by-case basis.

[11. MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT
A. Background

Public law 104-267, the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996, amended the MSA to establish new
requirements for EFH. The regulations require designation of EFH in Federa fishery management
plans. The EFH is defined as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity” (MSA section 3). The Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC)
has designated EFH for Federdly managed Pecific groundfish and

coadtd pelagic and Pacific sdmon fisheries. The EFH for the groundfish and coastd pelagic fisheries
are marine designations, while the Pacific salmon EFH includes freshwater, marine, and estuarine
environments.

The EFH consultation with NOAA Fisheriesisrequired by Federa agencies undertaking, permitting, or
funding activities that may adversely affect EFH, regardless of its location. The consultation
requirements of section 305(b) of the MSA (16 U.S.C. 1855[b]) provide that:

1. Federa agencies must consult with NOAA Fisheries on dl actions, or proposed
actions, authorized, funded, or undertaken by the agency, that may adversdly affect
EFH.

2. NOAA Fisheries shal provide conservation recommendations for any Federd or Sate
activity that may adversdly affect EFH.

Federa agencies shdl, within 30 days after receiving conservation recommendations from NOAA
Fisheries, provide a detailed response in writing to NOAA Fisheries regarding the conservation
recommendations. The response shdl include a description of measures proposed by the agency for
avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the activity on EFH. In the case of aresponsethat is
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incons gtent with the conservation recommendations of NOAA Fisheries, the Federd agency shdll
explan its reasons for not following the recommendations.

B. Pacific Coast Salmon and EFH Affected by the Proposed Actions

The Pacific Coast SAmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) was approved by the Secretary of
Commerce on September 27, 2000. Pacific salmon species covered in the FMP are coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch), chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), and pink sdmon (O. gorbuscha). The
FMP designates EFH for the Pacific sdimon fishery as al those streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, and
other waterbodies currently or historically accessble to salmon in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and
Cdifornia, except above certain impassable barriers identified by PFMC, or above longstanding
naturaly impassable barriers (i.e,, natural waterfals in existence for severd hundred years) (PFMC
1999). Activities occurring above impassable barriers that are likely to adversely affect EFH are
subject to the consultation provisions of the MSA. Snake River chinook salmon have designated EFH
throughout the project and action aress.

C. Summary of Proposed Action

The proposed action and action area are detailed above in Sections |.B. and I.C. of this document.
The action areaincludes habitats that have been designated as EFH for various life-history stages of
Snake River chinook salmon.

D. Effectsof the Proposed Action on EFH

1. Genera Condderations

As noted above in the Opinion, the proposed action is likely to adversely affect habitat for these
gpecies. Similarly NOAA Fisheries expects the proposed action is likely to have adverse effects on
EFH.

This Opinion discussesin section V, Andysis of Effects, the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of
the proposed actions on anadromous fish habitat in the action area. The principa effects of the Revised
SWIE LRMPs on sdmon EFH are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Snake River
chinook salmon or result in the destruction or adverse modification of EFH.

2. Estuary and Nearshore EFH
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Estuary and nearshore EFH is not affected by the proposed action due to its location severa hundred
milesinland.

3. Coadtal Pelagic EFH

Coadta pelagic EFH is not affected by the proposed action due to it location severa hundred miles
inland.

4. Sdmon EFH

The proposed action may adversely affect EFH for Snake River chinook salmon.

E. Conclusion

NOAA Fisheries concludes that the SWIE Revised LRMPs may adversdly affect designated EFH for
Snake River chinook salmon.

F. EFH Conservation Recommendations

Conservation recommendations are discretionary measures suggested to avoid, minimize, or otherwise
offset adverse modification of EFH, or to develop additiond information. NOAA Fisheries worked
with the Forest Service, through consultation, to incorporate measures to avoid or minimize adverse
effects of the proposed activities. Consequently, the proposed action includes mitigation to avoid
effects on EFH, and additiona non-discretionary conservation measures are required by this Opinion as
reasonable and prudent measures and terms and conditions. No further conservation measures are

necessary for EFH.

G. Statutory Response Requirement

The MSA and Federad implementing regulations (50 CFR Section 600.920) require Federd action
agenciesto provide NOAA Fisheries awritten response to EFH conservation recommendations within
30 days of receipt. Since there are no conservation recommendations for the proposed actionsin this
consultation, the Forest Service is not required to provide awritten response.

H. Supplemental Consultation

The Forest Service must reinitiate EFH consultation with NOAA Fisheriesif theactionisrevisedina
manner that may adversely affect EFH, or if new information becomes available that affects the bas's
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for NOAA Fisheries EFH conservation recommendations (50 CFR Section 600.920 [K]).
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ATTACHMENT #1
RCA CRITERIA and APPLICATION

The RCAs under the LRMP ACS Component #3 fal into one of four categories, briefly summarized
below but described in more detail in Appendix B of the LRMPs:

Forested Streams (Perennial streams and intermittent streams providing seasonal
rearing and spawning habitat)*

A. In the absence of local field data, 300-foot dope distance from the ordinary high water
mark; Or,

B. Flood-prone width or two site-potentia tree heights, whichever is greatest; Or,

C. Defined based on a site-specific andysis by a qudified specidist with expertisein the
field of riparian function and ecological processes.

Forested Streams (Intermittent Streams)*

A. In the absence of local field data, 150-foot dope distance from the ordinary high water
mark; Or,

B. Flood-prone width or one site-potentia tree height, whichever is greatest; Or,

C. Defined based on a site-specific andyss by a qudified specidist with expertisein the
fied of riparian function and ecologica processes.

Ponds, Lakes, Reservoirs, and Wetlands *

A. In the absence of local field data, 150-foot dope distance from the ordinary high water
mark; Or,

B. Outer edge of seasonaly saturated soils or one Site-potentid tree height, whichever is
greatest; Or,

C. Defined based on a site-specific andysis by aqudified specidist with expertisein the
field of riparian function and ecological processes.

Non-Forested Streams (Perennial and Intermittent Streams)*

A. The extent of the flood prone width, or riparian vegetation, whichever is greastest; Or,
B. Defined based on a ste-specific andyss by aqudified specidist with expertisein the
field of riparian function and ecological processes.

*Note: Sediment delivery distances vary based upon the combination of proposed management
actions and the inherent site characteristics. Because sediment delivery distances may exceed the
selected option, RCAs may need to be adjusted to avoid or minimize delivery to the associated
waterbody under any option.
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Using the RCA Delineation Criteria - Effective use of the RCA ddinestion requires afull
understanding of the selection criteria options within each of the four categoriesidentified above.
Delinesting an RCA requires two decisons: (1). Identify appropriate category (I, 11, 111, or IV); and
(2). Identify which option, or criteria, within that category to use.

The decison for which option to choose should occur through discussions with the interdisciplinary
team, resource specidigts and/or the line officer. In generd, determining the level of andysisthat best
suits the needs of the project will be driven by the potentid effects of the project, environmental
basdline conditions, management direction, and issues associated with the project/area of interest (e.g.,
subwatershed) that were identified through scoping, the work of the interdisciplinary team, or the line
officer. Written documentation of the chosen RCA delinestion option within a category, and the
rationale behind it should be included in record documentation for the project.

Categories|, I1, 111, 1V — Describing the Options - The options within agiven Category have
varying levels of associated andysis that isinvolved with delineating the RCA. Category 1V, Non-
forested Streams, differs from the other Categoriesin that it does not designate a set distance and
therefore has two options rather than three.

Option 1 - Inlieu of fidd data, slection of the first option provides a conservative boundary, generdly
in excess of two Ste-potentid tree heights® in the case of the 300-foot lope distance and grester than
one Ste-potentia tree height in the case of the 150-foot dope distance. Site-potentia tree heights
would generdly be expected to account for most riparian processes including stream shading, LWD
recruitment, fine organic litter input, bank stabilization, sediment filtration, windthrow, riparian
microclimate and productivity, and wildlife habitat. Selection of this option is expected to provide land
managers with the option of delineating an RCA in the absence of fiedd confirmation with the
expectation that the distance would account for most riparian functions and ecologica processesin a
sysem.

Option 2 - The second option, which is used smilarly in Categories |-V, requires field verification of
certain Ste characteristics and provides a more Ste-based ddlineation of an RCA boundary for a
gpecific location. Depending on which Category (1, 11, 111, or 1V) isinvolved, optionsinclude use of
floodprone width, site-potentia tree height, or riparian vegetation, whichever is grestest, given the
caegory.

This option requires that certain field data be collected from the project area and anayzed to determine
the RCA boundary. It is consdered an option requiring potentially less data collection than a Site-
gpecific andysis (Option 3), but it is more appropriately tied to the landscape than a default distance
might be (Option 1).

Option 3 - Thethird option, which is used in Categories |-V, isthe use of a Ste-specific andysisto
define the RCA. This option requires the most thorough analysis of the three options in that when

8 Site-potential tree heights have been established by Forest and Potential Vegetation
Group (PVG). See Attachment 6 of this Opinion or Appendix B of the Revised LRMPs
for values by PVG.
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defining the RCA, the specidist conducts an on-site analysis of the riparian functions and ecologica
processes associated with the stream, pond, lake, reservoir or wetland, and defines the RCA based on
the distance that best encompasses the extent of those functions and processes.

The vaue expected to be gained from this effort is a Ste-gpecific RCA delineation gppropriate to the
functions and processes between upland terrestria habitats and adjacent aquatic habitats for that area.
This information potentialy provides more opportunities for project design because the existing
condition is better known, alowing the effects of actions to be better assessed, and project design to be
more respongive to needs of the aguatic ecosystem.

In summary of the three options, the RCA ddinestion is a step down process that provides flexibility for
different levels of andyss that, regardless of the option chosen, will provide for riparian functions and
ecologica processes. The decison on which option to use must involve consderations of the project in
regard to potentid effects, basdine, and issues and their relationship to riparian functions and ecologica
process.

Riparian functions and ecological processes that should be consdered are taken mainly from Spence et
a (1996) and include, but are not limited to, the following:

Stream Shading

Large Woody Debris Recruitment

Fine Organic Litter

Bank Stahilization

Sediment Control

Nutrients and Other Dissolved Materids
Riparian Microclimate and Productivity
Wildlife Habitet

Windthrow

WoNSOG WD PE

The effectiveness of ddineating an accurate RCA provides decisonmakers with the information
necessary for sound decision regarding management activities within awatershed. Without an
understanding of the riparian functions and ecological processes of a system, and the means by which
actions may affect them, opportunities to desgn activities to maintain those processes may be
overlooked.

For adetailed discusson of RCA ddinesation considerations, and discusson on the options within this
definition, see Appendix B — Guidance for Ddlinestion and Management of Riparian Conservetion
Areas -- inthe LRMPs.
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ATTACHMENT #2
LEVELSTYPES of DIRECTION FOUND in LRMPs

A. Desired Condition

Desire Condition (or Desired Future Condition), isa portraya of the land, resource, or socid and
economic conditions that are expected in 50-100 years if management goas and objectives are
achieved. Thisisavision of the long-term conditions of the land.

B. Goals

Goals are concise statements that hel p describe desired conditions, or how to achieve those conditions.
Gods aretypicdly desgned to maintain conditionsif they are currently within their desired range, or
restore conditions to their desired range if they are currently outsde that range. Goals are normaly
expressed in broad, generd terms that are timeless, in that there are no specific dates by which the
goas areto be achieved. Goa statements form the basis from which objectives are devel oped.

C. Objectives

Obj ectives are concise time-specific statements of actions or results designed to help achieve godls.
Objectives form the basis for project-leve actions or proposals to help achieve Forest gods. Like
gods, objectives are typicdly desgned to maintain conditions if they are currently within their desired
range, or restore conditions to their desired range if they are currently outside that range. Thetime
frame for accomplishing objectives, unless otherwise sated, is generaly considered to be the planning
period, or the next 10 to 15 years. More specific dates are not typically used because accomplishment
can be delayed by funding, litigation, environmenta changes, and other influences beyond the Forests
control.

D. Standards

Standards are binding limitations placed on management actions. Standards are typicdly action
restrictions designed to prevent degradation of resource conditions, or exceeding athreshold of
unacceptable effects, so that conditions can be maintained or restored over time. However, exceptions
are made in some cases to dlow temporary or short-term degrading effects in order to achieve long-
term goals (e.g., SWRA Resources Standard #04). Standards must be within the authority and ability
of the Forest Service to enforce. A project or action that varies from arelevant sandard may not be
authorized unlessthe LRMP is amended to modify, remove, or waive gpplication of the standard.

E. Guidédlines

Guidelines represent a preferred or advisable course of action generaly expected to be carried out.
Guiddines often indicate measures that should be taken to help maintain or restore resource conditions,
or prevent resource degradation. Deviation from compliance does not require a LRMP amendment (as
with a standard), but rationae for deviation must be documented in the project decison document.
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ATTACHMENT #3

Tablel. Excerpt from ACS Crosswalk (USDA Forest Service 2003e) Comparing PACFISH Riparian Goalswith Forest-
wide Goalsin LRMP Revision.

PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Goal Corresponding Direction in LRMP Revisions
GOAL 1: Maintain or restore water quality, to adegree that provides for SWRA GOAL #5) Design and implement watershed management programs and
stable and productive riparian and aguatic ecosystems. plans that will restore water quality and watershed function to support

beneficial uses.

SWRA GOAL #6) Meet or surpass State water quality standards by planning
and designing land management activities that protect water quality.

SWRA GOAL #7) Provide water quality for stable and productive riparian and
aguatic ecosystems while fully supporting appropriate beneficial uses.

SWRA GOAL #38) Manage water quality to meet requirements under the Clean
Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act, with special emphasis on de-listing
water quality limited water bodies under Section 303(d) and supporting state
development and implementation of TMDLSs.

SWRA GOAL #9) Promote integration of planning, analysis, implementation,
and monitoring efforts that support the Endangered Species Act, Magnhuson-
Stevens Act, and Clean Water Act requirements.

GOAL 2: Maintain or restore stream channel integrity, channel SWRA GOAL #2) Provide for stream channel integrity, channel processes, and
processes, and the sediment regime (including the elements of timing, the sediment regime under which the riparian and aquatic ecosystems evolved.
volume, and character of sediment input and transport) under which the
riparian and aquatic ecosystems devel oped
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PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Goal

Corresponding Direction in LRMP Revisions

GOAL 3: Maintain or restore instream flows to support healthy riparian
and aquatic habitats, the stability and effective function of stream
channels, and the ability to route flood discharges

SWRA GOAL #4) Restore and maintain flow regimes sufficient to create and
sustain soil-hydrologic and water quality conditions, and riparian, aquatic and
wetland habitats, and to achieve patterns of sediment, and nutrient and large
woody debris routing within their inherent range of capability.

GOAL 4: Maintain or restore natural timing and variability of the water
table elevation in meadows and wetlands

SWRA GOAL #3) Maintain surface and ground water in streams, lakes,
wetlands, and meadows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats; the
stability and effective function of stream channels; and downstream uses.

GOAL 5: Maintain or restore diversity and productivity of native and
desired non-native plant communitiesin riparian zones

SWRA GOAL #14) Diversity and productivity of native and desired non-native
plant communities in riparian conservation areas: 8) Provide amounts and
distribution of large woody debris consistent with desired forest vegetation
conditions described in Appendix A; b). Provide adequate summer and winter
thermal regulation within the aquatic and riparian zones; and ¢). Achieve rates
of surface erosion, bank erosion, and chemical migration characteristic of those
under which the communities devel oped.

SWRA GOAL #15) Provide habitat to support populations of well-distributed
native and desired non-native plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate popul ations
that contribute to the viability of riparian-dependent communities.

GOAL 6: Maintain or restore riparian vegetation, to:

(a) provide an amount and distribution of large woody debris
characteristic of natural aquatic and riparian ecosystems;

(b) provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation within the
riparian and aguatic zones; and help achieve rates of surface erosion,
bank erosion, and channel migration characteristic of those under which
the communities devel oped.

SWRA GOAL #14) - See Above
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PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Goal

Corresponding Direction in LRMP Revisions

GOAL 7: Maintain or restore riparian and aguatic habitats necessary to
foster the unique genetic fish stocks that evolved within the specific geo-

climatic region

SWRA GOAL #14) - See Above
SWRA GOAL #15) - See Above

TEPC Objective 9) Asfunding allows, implement restoration activitiesin
accordance with the current Watershed and Aquatic Recovery Strategy or Forest
Service-approved portions of recovery plansto: a) Restore listed fish species
distribution; b) Restore desired habitat conditions; ¢) Conserve genetic

diversity; and, d). Provide for genetic exchange.

TEPC Objective 14) During mid- or project-scale anaysis, identify and
prioritize opportunities for restoration of habitat linkage zones to promote
genetic integrity and species distribution.

SWRA Objective 12) Design and implement management actions so they do
not fragment habitat for native and desired non-native fish species. Restore
connectivity in currently fragmented habitat where the risk of genetic
contamination, predation, or competition from exotic fish speciesisnot a
concern.

SWRA Objective 13) During fine and site/project-scale analysis, identify and
prioritize opportunities for restoration of habitat linkage to promote genetic
integrity and species distribution.

GOAL 8: Maintain or restore habitat to support populations of well-
distributed native and desired non-native plant, vertebrate, and
invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability of riparian-

dependent communities.

TEPC GOAL #1) Provide habitat capable of contributing to the survival and
recovery of species listed under the ESA (see Appendix E for current list of
Species).

TEPC GOAL #2) Provide habitat that will help keep Proposed or Candidate
species from becoming listed (see Appendix E for current list of species).
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PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Goal

Corresponding Direction in LRMP Revisions

GOAL 8 (cont.)

TEPC GOAL #3) Balance the need for restorative actions to address the long-
term threats to listed and proposed species with the short-term need to protect
listed and proposed species and their habitats.

TEPC GOAL #4) Design and implement management actions to provide for
ecological conditions, population viability, reproductive needs, and habitat
components for Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and Candidate (TEPC)
Species.

TEPC GOAL #5) Provide for well-distributed habitat capable of maintaining
self-sustaining, complex interacting groups of TEPC species.

TEPC GOAL #6) Provide habitat capable of maintaining stable or increasing
trends in abundance of TEPC speciesin al recovery units.

SWRA GOAL #9) Promote integration of planning, analysis, implementation,
and monitoring efforts that support the Endangered Species Act, Magnuson-
Stevens Act, and Clean Water Act requirements.

SWRA GOAL #15) Provide habitat to support populations of well-distributed
native and desired non-native plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate popul ations
that contribute to the viability of riparian-dependent communities.

Wildlife Resour ces Goal #1) Provide habitat capable of supporting viable
populations of native and desired non-native wildlife species.

Vegetation Goal #1) Maintain or restore desired plant community components,
including species composition, size classes, canopy closures, structure, snags,
and coarse woody debris as described in Appendix A.

Vegetation Goal #2) Maintain or restore vegetative conditions as described in
Appendix A to provide for ecological processes, including disturbance regimes,
soil-hydrological processes, nutrient cycles, and biotic interactions.
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PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Goal

Corresponding Direction in LRMP Revisions

GOAL 8 (cont.)

Botanical Resour ces Goal #1) Provide habitat capable of: a) Supporting viable
populations of native plant species within the Forest, and; b) Supporting plant
biodiversity to meet socia needs, biological diversity, and ecologica and
functional integrity.

Botanical Resources Goal #6) Manage plant community habitats (i.e.,
riparian, wetland, and upland forest, shrub, valley peatlands, and grassland
habitats) to provide for: a) The desired amount, quality, and distribution of
habitats, b) Reduced fragmentation within habitats; ¢) Juxtaposition and
connectivity to other habitats; d) Ecosystem processes that shape habitat.
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ATTACHMENT #4
Riparian Conservation Areas

Microclimate, large woody debris, litter fall, streambank stabilization, sediment control, overhanging cover, and
nutrient/pollution filtration are essential functions provided by riparian vegetation related to the development and
maintenance of salmonid habitat (Gregory et a. 1991; Johnson and Ryba 1992; Spence et al. 1996; Naiman et a. 2000).
Removal of riparian vegetation through various land use practices can diminish each of these important functions.

Aquatic and riparian systems are easily affected by land management activities on the surrounding hillslopes, the
effects of which vary dependent on the type of land use, degree of disturbance, geomorphology, stream size, etc.
(Johnson and Ryba 1992). Riparian reserve networks provide both alinkage and transitional habitat between
hillslopes and upland terrestrial habitats and the aquatic habitats within stream channels (Gregory et a. 1991). In
genera, there is little debate or disagreement over the need to define riparian reservesin order to maintain riparian
functions and ecological processes. There has been, however, substantial debate over the width of the riparian
management zone, the extent and type of management activities that can occur within them, and the purposes for
those activities.

Site-potential tree heights, extent of the 100-year floodplain, the outer edge of riparian vegetation, the outer extent of
theinner gorge, or the extent of landslides and landslide-prone areas could all be used under PACFISH to establish
an appropriate RHCA. Most of these criteriawould still be considered to determine RCA widthsin the proposed
action, although a few modifications have been made. The outer extent of the inner gorge was dropped from the
proposed approach because of the general absence of this channel/valley form within the SWIE. Since landdides

and landslide-prone areas are not always located in ariparian areas, the Revision has also removed these areas from
RCA designation. Instead, Forest-wide direction has been written to address protection of landslides and landdlide-
prone aresas.

Table 1 provides a comparison of the approach to RHCA delineation, as previously defined by PACFISH/INFISH, to
the approach for RCA delineation as outlined in the Revision LRMPs.
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Table1. Comparison of PACFISH/INFISH Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAS) and LRMP Revision Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAS)

Stream Type

PACFISH RHCAs

LRMP Revison RCAs

Fish-bearing Streams

Outer edge of active channel to top of inner
gorge, or 100-year floodplain, or riparian
vegetation, or two site-potential tree heights', or
300-foot slope distance, whichever is greatest.

|. Forested Streams* - Perennial streams (and intermittent streams providing

Permanently Flowing
Non Fish-bearing
Streams

Outer edges of active channel to top of inner
gorge, or 100-year floodplain, or riparian
vegetation, or one site-potential tree height?, or
150-foot slope distance, whichever is greatest.

seasonal rearing and spawning habitat) —
In the absence of site-specific analysis, 300-foot slope distance
OR
Floodprone width or two site-potential tree heights, whichever is greatest
OR
Defined based on a site-specific analysis by a qualified specialist with
expertise in the field of riparian function and ecological processes, with
consideration of biophysical principles asidentified below?

I1. Forested Streams* - Intermittent streams—
In the absence of site-specific analysis, 150-foot slope distance
OR
Floodprone width or one site-potential tree height, whichever is greatest
OR
Defined based on a site-specific analysis by a qualified specialist with
expertise in the field of riparian function and ecological processes, with
consideration of biophysical principles asidentified below?
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Stream Type PACFISH RHCAs LRMP Revison RCAs

The body of water or wetland and area to outer
edges of riparian vegetation, or extent of
seasonally saturated soil, or extent of

Ponds, Lakes, . .

. moderately/highly unstable areas, or one site-

Reservairs, and ] . ]
potential tree height™, or 150-foot slope distance

Wetlands >1 Acre

from edge of maximum pool e evation of
constructed ponds and reservoirs or edge of
wetland, whichever is greatest.

Seasonally Flowing or
Intermittent Streams;
Wetlands <1 Acre;
Landdides &
Landslide-Prone Areas

At aminimum, RHCA’s must include: @). extent
of landdlides & landdlide-prone aress; b).
intermittent stream channel and areato top of
inner gorge; c). intermittent stream channel or
wetland and areato outer edge of riparian
vegetation; d). key watersheds — area from edge
of stream channel, wetland, landslide, or
landslide-prone area to one site-potential tree! or
100-foot slope distance, whichever is greatest;
€). non key watersheds — area from edge of
stream channel, wetland, landslide, or landslide-
prone area to one-half site-potential tree height®
or 50-foot slope distance, whichever is greatest.

I11. Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands*—

In the absence of site-specific analysis, 150-foot slope distance from high
waterline

OR
Outer edge of seasonally saturated soils, outer edge of riparian vegetation, or
one site-potential tree height, whichever is greatest

OR
Defined based on a site-specific analysis by a qualified specialist with
expertise in the field of riparian function and ecological processes, with
consideration of biophysical principles asidentified below?
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Stream Type PACFISH RHCAs

LRMP Revison RCAs

Non-forested Permanently flowing fish-bearing and non fish-
Rangeland Ecosystems bearing streams - extent of 100-year floodplain.

V. Non-Forested Streams*
Perennial and intermittent streams—

The extent of the flood prone width, or riparian vegetation, whichever is
greatest

OR
Defined based on a site-specific analysis by aqualified specialist with
expertise in the field of riparian function and ecological processes, with
consideration of biophysical principles as identified below?

*Note: Sediment delivery distances vary based upon the combination of proposed management actions and the inherent site characteristics. Because sediment

delivery distances may exceed the selected option, RCAs may heed to be adjusted to avoid or minimize delivery to the associated water body under any

option.

! See Attachment 6 for criteriafor determining Site-Potential Tree Heights.

2 Site-specific analysis - The determination of RCA widths must consider the various riparian functions and ecological processes that exert an influence on the

adjacent aquatic and terrestrial environment. Integral to the success of proper management, is an understanding of riparian functions and ecological processes,

and local knowledge of the site being managed. With field datain hand, design of an appropriate RCA width can focus on conservation of appropriately

functioning processes and restoration of damaged processes of concern based on the existing conditions of the site, proposed activities, and issues at hand.
Riparian functions and processes that should be considered during delineation of RCAs through site-specific analysis include (taken primarily from Spence et

al, 1996):

. Stream Shading .
. Large Woody Debris Recruitment .
. Fine Organic Litter .
. Bank Stabilization .
. Sediment Control .
. Nutrients and Other Dissolved Materials

Riparian Microclimate and Productivity
Wildlife Habitat
Windthrow

Importance of Small Streams
Importance of Hillslope Steepness
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ATTACHMENT #5

Site- Potential Tree Heightsfor Usein I dentifying RCAs

A site-potential tree height, as defined in the LRMP Revision, isthe height that a site tree, of a seral species, has or
is expected to attain at an age of 200 years. Thisis consistent with the age used in ICBEMP. Stands with trees that
are 200 years old are also considered as representing old forest conditions.

A sitetreeisatree that has never experienced overstory competition or damage that would have reduced height

growth during any period of itslife. A seral tree species includes those trees species that become established and
develop following a stand replacing event. These species tend to be longer lived than climax species, and normally

represent the tallest trees that grow on asite.

When planning and implementing vegetation management projects distances equivalent to one or two site potential

tree heights may be used to determine RCA boundaries provided a site visit has been completed. During the site

visit, current conditions must be determined including the identification of the site’ s potential vegetation group

(PVG). Table 1 shows site potential tree heights proposed for use on the Payette National Forest.

The datain the following table will be used for determining one and two site tree heights for identifying RCA widths
for project planning and implementation. For more information refer to Appendix B in the LRMPs.

Table 1. SitePotential Tree Heights by Potential Vegetation Group on the Payette National Forest (USDA Forest

Service 2003b).

) ) 1SiteTreeHeight 2 SiteTree
Potential Vegetation Group Age )
(feet) | Heights (feet)
1 - Dry Ponderosa Pine/Xeric Douglas-fir 200 120 240
2 - Warm Dry Douglas-fir/Moist Ponderosa Pine 200 120 240
3 - Cool Moist Douglas-fir 200 120 240
4 — Cool Dry Douglas-fir 200 100 200
5—Dry Grand Fir 200 110 220
6 — Cool Moist Grand Fir 200 120 240
7 — Cool Dry Subalpine Fir 200 100 200
8 — Cool Moist Subalpine Fir 200 110 220
9 — Hydric Subalpine Fir 200 110 220
10 - Persistent Lodgepole Pine * 90 180
11 - High Elevation Subalpine Fir 200 80 100

*In PVG 10, individua trees and stands normally do not achieve an average of 200 years. However, mature

lodgepole pine site trees can achieve an average height of approximately 80 feet.

ATTACHMENT #6

Table1l. Example LRMP Revision Direction for Regulating Activitieswithin PACFISH RHCAsversusLRMP

RCAs.
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Original PACFISH/LRMP Opinion Standard

Corresponding LRMP Revision Direction

MM-4. For leaseable minerals, prohibit surface occupancy within RHCA
for ail, gas, and geothermal exploration and development activities

where contracts and |leases do not already exist, unless there are no other
options for location and RM Os can be attained and adverse effects to
listed anadromous fish can be avoided. Adjust the operating plans of
existing contracts to (1) eliminate impacts that prevent attainment of
RMOs and (2) avoid adverse effects to listed anadromous fish.

Minerals Std. 3 - Common variety and leaseable mineral sources shall not be
located and developed within RCAs. If no alternative exists, common variety
and leaseable mineral sources shall be located and devel oped so that they do
not degrade or retard attainment of other Forest Plan desired resource
conditions and so that reclamation is feasible.

Minerals Std. 4 - Mitigate degrading effects from locatable mining operations
situated within RCAs by identifying reasonable locations for access,
processing, and disposal facilities outside of RCAS, wherever possible.

Minerals Std. 8- Locate new structures, support facilities, and roads outside
RCAs. Where no alternative to siting facilitiesin RCAs exists, locate and
construct the facilities in ways that avoid or minimize degrading effectsto
RCAs and streams, and adverse effects to TEPC species. Where no alternative
to road construction in RCAs exists, keep roads to the minimum necessary for
the approved mineral activity. Close, obliterate, and revegetate such roads if no
longer required for mineral or other management activities.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Management actions will neither degrade nor retard attainment
of properly functioning SWRA desired conditions, except: @) Where
outweighed by demonstrable short- or long-term benefits to watershed resource
conditions; or b) Where the Forest Service has limited authority (e.g., access
roads, hydropower, etc.). In these cases, the Forest Service shall work with
permittee(s) to minimize the degradation of watershed resource conditions. Use
the MATRIX located in Appendix B to assist in determining compliance with
this standard.
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Original PACFISH/LRMP Opinion Standard

Corresponding LRMP Revision Direction

LH-2. Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities outside RHCA. For
existing ancillary facilities inside the RHCA that are essential to proper
management, provide recommendations to FERC to assure that the
facilitieswill not prevent attainment of the RMOs and that adverse effects
on listed anadromous fish are avoided. Where these objectives cannot be
met, provide recommendations to FERC that such ancillary facilities
should be relocated. Locate, operate, and maintain hydroelectric

facilities that must be located in RHCA to avoid effects that would retard
or prevent attainment of the RMOs and avoid adverse effects on listed

anadromous fish.

TEPC Stnd.. 11 - The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) should
be natified that hydroel ectric proposalsin watersheds with TEPC fish species,
and/or occupied TEPC plant habitat are inconsistent with Forest Plan
management objectives when adverse effects can not be effectively avoided for
plant species or avoided or minimized for TEPC fish species.

TEPC Stnd. 12) - Where the authority to do so was retained, proposed or
existing special use authorizations should be issued, re-issued, or amended
upon expiration, only if adverse effects of the authorizations on TEPC species
can be minimized.

Lands Stnd. 7 - New authorized facilities shall be located outside of RCAs
wherever possible. When new facilities must be located in RCASs, they
shall be developed such that degrading effects to RCAs are mitigated,
through avoidance or minimization.

Lands Stnd. 11 - Use conditioning authority granted under Section 4(€) of
the Federal Power Act to ensure that hydroel ectric facilities that must be
located within RCAs are located, operated, and maintained in a manner
that mitigates degradation of Forest resources.

Lands Stnd. 13 - Small hydropower facilities that are granted exemptions
from licensing by the FERC shall be located, operated and maintained to

mitigate degradation of Forest resources.

Lands GL 9 - The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) should
be notified that hydroelectric proposals in watersheds with water quality
concerns, important fisheries, and/or occupied TEPC plant habitat are
inconsistent with Forest Plan management objectives when degrading
effects cannot be effectively avoided or mitigated.
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Original PACFISH/LRMP Opinion Standard

Corresponding LRMP Revision Direction

RA-2. Treesmay befelled in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas
(RHCAs) when they pose a safety risk. Keep felled trees on site when
needed to meeting woody debris objectives.

SWRA Stnd. 10 - Trees and snags that are felled within RCAs must be left
unless determined not to be necessary for achieving SWRA desired
conditions. When felled trees and snags are left in RCAS, leave them intact
unless resource protection (e.g. insect infestation risk unacceptable) or
public safety requires bucking treesinto smaller pieces.

RA-4. Prohibit storage of fuels and other toxicants within RHCAs.
Prohibit refueling within RHCAS unless there are no other
alternatives. Refueling sites within a RHCA must be approved by
the USFS or BLM and have an approved spill containment plan.

SWRA Stnd. 11 - Do not authorize storage of fuels and other toxicants or
refueling within RCAs unless there are no other alternatives. Storage of
fuels and other toxicants or refueling sites within RCAs shall be approved
by the responsible official and have an approved spill containment plan
commensurate with the amount of fuel.

1995 LRMP Opinion Forest-wide Stnd. - Minimize risk of toxic fuel
spills during transport through RHCASs by using alternative routes
and all other possible precautions.

SWRA GL 11 - Transport hazardous materials on the Forest in accordance
with 49 CFR 171 in order to reduce the risk of spills of toxic materials and
fuels during transport through RCAs.
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Table2. Side-by-Side Comparison of PACFISH Direction and SWIE LRMP Revision Direction.

PACFISH Standard

Where Addressed in LRMP

Comments

TM-1. Prohibit timber harvest,
including fuelwood cutting, in
RHCAs, except as described
below. Do not include RHCAsin
the land base used to determine
the Allowable Sale Quantity
(ASQ), but any volume harvested
can contribute to the timber sale

program.

Timber Goal 5 - Enhance public awar eness about the value of retaining snags and coar se
woody debris, the need to protect riparian areas, and the importance of preventing accelerated

soil erosion through methods such as information included with personal use permits (fuelwood,
Christmas trees, etc.) and interpretive displays.

Timber Stnd. 4 - Lands within Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAS), determined after field
review, will be identified as not suited for timber production. Wood products harvested within
RCAs will not contribute to the ASQ.

Timber Stnd. 7 - No fuelwood harvest is allowed within 300 feet of perennial streams and 150
feet of intermittent streams unless management actions are designed in a manner that will not
degrade riparian and related aquatic resources. Fuelwood harvest allowed within 300 feet of
perennia streams and 150 feet of intermittent streams will be described in the annua fuelwood
map and instructions.

PACFISH Stnd. Fully
Addressed: Timber Stnd. 4
- RCAs not suited for
timber, no ASQ from
RCAs. GL 5& Stnd. 7
address fuelwood harvest.

TM-1la. Where catastrophic
events such asfire, flooding,
volcanic, wind, or insect damage
result in degraded riparian
conditions, alow salvage and
fuelwood cutting in RHCAS only
where present and future woody
debris needs are met, where
cutting would not retard or
prevent attainment of other
RMOs, and where adverse effects
on listed anadromous fish can be
avoided. For watersheds with
listed salmon or designated
critical habitat, complete
Watershed Analysis prior to
salvage cutting in RHCAS.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Management actions will neither degrade nor retard attainment of properly
functioning SWRA desired conditions, except: 8 Where outweighed by demonstrable short- or
long-term benefits to watershed resource conditions; or b) Where the Forest Service has limited
authority (e.g., access roads, hydropower, etc.). In these cases, the Forest Service shall work with
permittee(s) to minimize the degradation of watershed resource conditions. Use the MATRIX
located in Appendix B to assist in determining compliance with this standard.

SWRA Stnd. 10 - Trees and snags that are felled within RCAs must be left unless determined not
to be necessary for achieving SWRA desired conditions. When felled trees and snags are |€eft in
RCAs, leave them intact unless resource protection (e.g. insect infestation risk unacceptable) or
public safety requires bucking trees into smaller pieces.

Timber Stnd. 7 - Previously Referenced under TM-1 above.

Timber Stnd. 8 - Salvage harvest in RCAs is allowed only where the wood products salvaged will
not degrade or retard attainment of riparian, aguatic, hydrological, botanical, and terrestrial
wildlife habitat desired conditions.

PACFISH Stnd. Partially
Addressed: Standards
address maintaining RMOs
(SWRA desired conditions)
when doing harvest in
RCAs, but does not include
trigger for completing
watershed analysis prior to
salvage cutting in RCAs in
watersheds with listed fish
& critical habitat.
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PACFISH Standard

Where Addressed in LRMP

Comments

TM-1.b. Apply silvicultural
practices for RHCA to acquire
desired vegetation characteristics
where needed to attain RMOs.
Apply silvicultural practicesin a
manner that does not retard
attainment of RMOs and that
avoids adverse effects on listed
anadromous fish.

TEPC Stnd. 6 - Management actions shall be designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects to
listed species and their habitats. For listed fish species, use Appendix B for determining
compliance with this standard.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

SWRA Stnd. 10 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

Fire Mgmt. GL 6 - Direct ignition of prescribed fire in RCAs should not be used unless
site/project scale effects analysis demonstrates that it would not degrade or retard attainment of
SWRA desired conditions. Refer to SWRA Stnd. # 4 for exceptions.

Timber Stnd. 8 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

PACFISH Stnd. Fully
Addressed: Addresses
maintaining RMOs and
avoiding/minimizing risk to
listed fish and critica
habitat. Timber Stnd. 8
alows harvest to provide
for SWRA desired
conditions.

GM-1. Modify grazing practices
(e.g., accessibility of riparian
aress to livestock, length of
grazing season, stocking levels,
timing of grazing, etc.) that retard
or prevent attainment of RMOs or
are likely to adversely affect

listed anadromous fish. Suspend
grazing if adjusting practices is
not effective in meeting RMOs
and avoiding adverse effects on
listed anadromous fish. (GM-1
Cont. Next Page)

TEPC Stnd. 6 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1.b above.

TEPC Stnd. 25 - Mitigate, through avoidance, the adverse effects of livestock access or activities
that may result in trampling of redds or disturbance of spawning or reproductive staging of ESA
listed fish species.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

Range Obj. 3 - During fine-scale analyses where rangeland facilities are identified as a potential
concern or problem contributing to degrading resource conditions within the analysis area,
identify rangeland facilities that are degrading resource conditions and prioritize opportunities to
mitigate their effects or to initiate restoration of resource conditions.

PACFISH Stnd. Fully
Addressed: Addresses
maintaining RMOs (SWRA
Stnd. 4; Range GLs 2, 8
and 9) and avoiding/
minimizing risk to listed
fish and critical habitat
(TEPC Stnd.d 6 and 25).
Range Obj. 3, and GLs 2
and 5 address the need for
adjusting facility location
or grazing practices/use
where causing degradation,
but addressed as an Obj.
and GL versus Stnd.
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PACFISH Standard

Where Addressed in LRMP

Comments

GM-1 (Cont.)

Range GL 2 - In cattle alotments where riparian area restoration is an objective, grazing systems
should be designed to incorporate the following parameters where appropriate: @) Provide
residual vegetative cover (at least 6 inches of hydric vegetation) either through regrowth or rest
treatments for at least 75 percent of the years in a rotation cycle. b) Reduce the duration of
riparian area grazing periods where needed. Grazing period reduction may be especialy needed
in the fall where riparian deciduous woody species are an important riparian vegetation
component. ¢) Design grazing periods to take advantage of favorable seasonal livestock dispersal
behavior (examples: spring use of uplands, due to wet riparian conditions, late fall upland use,
due to cold temperatures, poor dispersal during "hot" season). d) Incorporate sufficient growing
season rest to provide good vigor, physiological needs, and regeneration of al riparian plants. €)
Where deciduous trees and shrubs are important in the composition, modify the frequency of
grazing periods, reduce the grazing duration, or reduce grazing intensity to levels that provide for
recovery/maintenance of healthy diverse trees and shrubs.

Range GL 5 - Where rangeland facilities or practices have been identified as potentialy
contributing to the degradation of water quality, aquatic species, or occupied sensitive or watch
plant habitat, facilities and practices causing degradation should be considered for relocation,
closure, or changes in management strategy, ateration, or discontinuance.

Range GL 8 - Sheep should be routed to avoid slopes with loose soil conditions, active gullies,
and snowbank areas that have low productivity, soil puddling, and compaction conditions.

Range GL 9 - Season-long grazing practices should be discontinued where they preclude
restoration of upland or riparian vegetation communities.

(See Above)
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PACFISH Standard

Where Addressed in LRMP

Comments

GM-2. Locate new livestock
handling and/or management
facilities outside of RHCA. For
existing livestock handling
facilities inside the RHCA, assure
that facilities do not prevent
attainment of RMOs or adversely
affect listed anadromous fish.
Relocate or close facilities where
these objectives cannot be met.

TEPC Obj. 7 - During fine-scale analyses, identify practices or facilities that are adversely
affecting TEPC species or their habitats, and prioritize opportunities to mitigate, through
avoidance or minimization, adverse effects to TEPC species.

TEPC Stnd. 6 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1.b above.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

Range Obj. 3 - Previoudly referenced under GM - 1 above.

Range Stnd. 3 - New water developments, corrals, and other handling or loading facilities shall
not be located within RCAS, unless it can be demonstrated that these facilities maintain or alow
for restoration of beneficia uses and native and desired non-native fish habitat.

Range GL 5 - Previoudy referenced under GM - 1 above.

PACFISH Stnd. Fully
Addressed: Range Stnd. 3
does not prohibit
construction of new
facilities within RCAs, but
does require that the USFS
demonstrate that any new
facility would have to
maintain beneficia uses
and fish habitat. When
combined with TEPC Stnd.
6 and SWRA Stnd. 4, USFS
would have the ability to
construct the new facility as
long as it could be
demonstrated that action
avoids or minimizes
adverse effects to TEPC
species and did not degrade
or retard attainment of
properly functioning
conditions.
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PACFISH Standard

Where Addressed in LRMP

Comments

GM-3. Limit livestock trailing,
bedding, watering, salting,
loading, and other handling
efforts to those areas and times
that will not retard or prevent
attainment of RMOs or adversely
affect listed anadromous fish.
(GM-3 Cont. Next Page)

TEPC Stnd. 6 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1.b above.

SWRA Stnd. 4 - Previoudly referenced under TM-1a above.

Range Stnd. 2 - Livestock trailing, bedding, watering, and other handling efforts shall be limited
to those areas and times that maintain or allow for restoration of beneficial uses and native and
desired non-native fish habitat.

Range Stnd. 3 - Previoudly referenced under GM-2 above.

Range Stnd. 4 - Livestock salting will be prohibited in RCAs. Sheep will be salted only at bed
grounds. Salt will be placed in containers and moved with the sheep.

Range Stnd. 5 - Only one night/one time use of bed grounds is allowed.

Range Stnd. 7 - Only annual once-over sheep grazing will be allowed, with the exception of
designated sheep driveways, travel routes, or where specifically authorized.

Range GL 4 - New stock driveways and trailing routes should be located outside of RCAs. Where
driveways and trailing routes must pass through RCAs, they should be located and managed to
minimize the extent and severity of degrading effects to SWRA and botanical resources.

Range GL 5 - Previoudly referenced under GM-1 above.

Range GL 8 - Previoudly referenced under GM-1 above.

PACFISH Standard Fully
Addressed: Comprehensive
list of Standards and GLs
that mesh well to address
this original standard.

GM-4. Adjust wild horse and
burro management to avoid
impacts that prevent attainment of
RMOs or adversely affect listed
anadromous fish.

No relevant direction provided.

Not an issue within the
Southwest Idaho Ecogroup,
so no direction provided.
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Table 3. Example Describing Replacement of Mandatory PACFISH Standards with Non-Mandatory LRMP Revision Objectives.

Origina PACFISH Standard

Corresponding LRMP Revision Direction

RF-3.c. Closing and stabilizing or obliterating, and stabilizing roads
not needed for future management activities. Prioritize these actions
based on the current and potential damage to listed anadromous fish
and their designated critical habitat, and the ecological value of the
riparian resources affected.

TEPC Objective 3 - Identify and reduce road-related effects on TEPC species and their habitats
using the WARS and other appropriate methodol ogies.

SWRA Objective 18 - Reduce road-related effects on soil productivity, water quality, and
aquatic/riparian species and their habitats. Refer to WARS for mid-scale prioritization indicators
to assist in fine and site/project scale restoration prioritization planning.

Facilities & Roads Objective 6 - Identify roads and facilities that are not needed for land and
resource management, and evaluate for disposa or decommissioning.

Facilities & Roads Objective 11 - In the Forest’s annual program of work, prioritize and
schedule improvements to existing culverts, bridges, and other stream crossings to accommodate
fish passage, 100 year flood flow, and bedload and debris transport. Include accomplishmentsin
the biennial update of the WARS database.

Facilities & Roads Objective 12 - During fine-scale analyses in areas where roads and facilities
are identified as a potential concern or problem contributing to degradation of water quality,
aquatic species or occupied sensitive or Watch plant habitat, evauate and document where the
contributing facilities are and prioritize opportunities to mitigate effects.

RF-4 - Construct new, and improve existing, culverts, bridges, and
other stream crossings to accommodate a 100-year flood, including
associated bedload and debris, where those improvements would/do
pose a substantial risk to riparian conditions. Substantial risk
improvements include those that do not meet design and operation
maintenance criteria, or that have been shown to be less effective than
designed for controlling erosion, or that retard attainment of RMOs, or
that do not protect designated critical habitat from increased
sedimentation. Base priority for upgrading on risks to listed
anadromous fish and their designated critical habitat and the ecologica
value of the riparian resources affected. Construct and maintain
crossings to prevent diversion of streamflow out of the channel and
down the road in the event of crossing failure.

SWRA Objective 14 - Prioritize improvements to existing culverts, bridges, and stream crossings
identified for fish passage and associated bedload and debris problems, based on the WARS Map,
fine-scale analyses and/or project-level priorities.

Facilities & Roads Objective 11 - In the Forest’s annual program of work, prioritize and
schedule improvements to existing culverts, bridges, and other stream crossings to accommodate
fish passage, 100 year flood flow, and bedload and debris transport. Include accomplishmentsin
the biennial update of the WARS database.

Facilities & Roads Standard 2 - To accommodate floods, including associated bedload and
debris, new culverts, replacement culverts, and other stream crossings shall be designed to
accommodate a 100-year flood recurrence interval unless site-specific analysis using calculated
risk tools or another method, determines a more appropriate recurrence interval.
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Origina PACFISH Standard Corresponding LRMP Revision Direction

FM-5 - Immediately establish an emergency team to develop a Fire Management Guideline 2 - When prescribed fire or wildland fire use areas burn more
rehabilitation team to develop a rehabilitation treatment plan to attain severely than prescribed or anticipated, with the potential for detrimental soil disturbance or loss
RMOs and avoid adverse effects on listed anadromous fish whenever of soil-hydrologic function, appropriate personnel should complete a field evaluation to

RHCAs are significantly damaged by a wildfire or a prescribed fire determine the need for any rehabilitation measures.

burning out of prescription.
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ATTACHMENT #7
MPC Descriptions and Commonly Applied Direction

MPC management emphasisis further defined by Forest-wide and Management Areadirection. For instance,
almost all MPCs could feature vegetation management to some degree. The type and intensity of vegetation
management that may occur in agiven MPC areaiis reflected in its common set of standards and guidelines
(described below by MPC), and may be further refined within an individual areato reflect that unique
Management Area needs or concerns.

Each MPC emphasis is described below. Following the emphasis description, the standards and guidelines
concerning management practices and intensity that apply to each MPC are stated. These MPC standards and
guidelines have also been incorporated within direction found in each Management Area under the program
areain which it would fall. For example, the road-related standards and guidelines stated under each MPC below
are duplicated in each Management Area in which the MPC occurs under the “Facilities and Roads”
Management Area direction.

1.1 - Existing Wilderness - This prescription applies to areas designated by Congress as Wilderness. The
main management objective is preserving wilderness attributes, including natural appearance, natural integrity,
opportunities for solitude, opportunities for primitive recreation, and identified special features. The areais
managed to allow natural processes to prevail, with little or no evidence of human development. Current
wilderness management plans and approved fire management plans provide specific direction for management
activities.

Sandards

. Management actions shall be designed and implemented in accordance with the Wilderness Management
Plan.

. Mechanical vegetation treatments, including salvage harvest, are prohibited.

. Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty.

. Fire suppression strategies and tactics shall be in accordance with the Wilderness Management Plan.

1.2 — Recommended Wilderness - This prescription applies to areas the Forest Service recommends for
Wilderness designation. The primary management objective is to maintain wilderness attributes until Congress
decides to designate the areas as wilderness or release them to some other form of management. Although
these areas do not fall under the authority of the Wilderness Act, they are managed to maintain wilderness
attributes where feasible, and to generally allow natural processesto prevail.

Sandards

. Management actions, including wildland fire use and prescribed fire, must be designed and implemented in
amanner that maintains wilderness values, as defined in the Wilderness Act.

. Mechanical vegetation treatments, including salvage harvest, are prohibited.

. Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty.

. No new motorized or mechanical uses are allowed, except where these uses must be allowed in response to
reserved or outstanding rights, statute, or treaty.

. Existing motorized or mechanical uses are allowed only if they do not lead to long-term adverse changesin
wilderness values.

Guidedlines
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. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that
minimize the impacts of suppression activities on wilderness values.

2.1 —-Wild and Scenic Riversand Their Corridors- This prescription applies to areas that have been
Congressionally designated ® as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Rivers and their associated land corridors, which
extend an average of 1/4 mile from each bank. Wild and Scenic Rivers and their corridors are managed to protect
their free-flowing waters, outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs), and their classification status. A “Wild”
classification is the most primitive or least developed. Theserivers have essentially undeveloped corridors and
are generally inaccessible except by trail. “Scenic” river corridors may have some development, and are
accessiblein places by roads. “Recreational” rivers are readily accessible by roads and often have devel opment
within their corridors.

Guidedlines

. In Scenic or Recreational corridors, mechanical vegetation trestments, including salvage harvest, may be
used as long as Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) are maintained within the river corridor.

. Prescribed fire and wildland fire use may be used in any river corridor as long as ORVs are maintained
within the corridor.

. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize strategies and
tactics that minimize the impacts of suppression activities on river classifications and ORVs.

2.2 —Research Natural Areas - This prescription applies to areas that have been administratively established
as Research Natural Areas and that provide unique opportunities for research. Existing and proposed Research
Natural Areas are managed to protect the unique values for which they were established. Management plans
are developed for each area to provide guidance and protection of values.

Sandards

. Mechanical vegetation trestments, salvage harvest, prescribed fire and wildland fire use may only be used
to maintain vegetative values for which the areas were established, or to achieve other objectivesthat are
consistent with the RNA establishment record or management plan.

. Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or_c). To maintain the values for
which the RNA was established.

Guiddlines

«  Thefull range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize fire suppression
strategies and tactics that minimize impacts to values for which the RNA was established.

3.1 - Passive Restoration and Maintenance of Aquatic, Terrestrial, and Hydrologic Resources - This
prescription is designed to minimize temporary-term risks and avoid short- and long-term risks from management
actions to soil/hydrologic conditions and aquatic and terrestrial habitats. The objective of 3.1 isto keep
management-related impacts from degrading existing conditions for TEPCs fish, wildlife, and botanical species,

or 303(d) impaired water bodies. Low levels of management activities occur, and these activities are expected to
have minimal and temporary degrading effects to soils, water quality, riparian areas, and aquatic and terrestrial
habitats. Other uses and activities, such as salvage harvest or Wildland Fire Use, may occur and may have

some temporary effects, provided they do not retard attainment of short- and long-term objectives for aguatic

® Eligible and/or suitable rivers are provided similar emphasis as listed above, but were not assigned to this MPC.
Management direction isincluded in the Management Areawhere the river is located and in the Forest-wide
direction.
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and terrestrial habitat, or soil/hydrologic resources. Tools associated with this prescription—such as specia
order restrictions, operating plan adjustments, and prescribed fire—are typically of low intensity and designed
to maintain existing conditions, primarily through ecological processes.

Standards

«  Management actions, including salvage harvest, may only degrade aquetic, terrestrial, and watershed
resource conditionsin the temporary time period (up to 3 years), and must be designed to avoid resource
degradation in the short term (3-15 years) and long term (greater than 15 years). Degrade and degradation
are defined in the glossary.

«  Wildland fire use and prescribed fire may only be used where they: @). Maintain or restore water quality
needed to fully support beneficial uses and habitat for native and desired non-native fish species, or b).
Maintain or restore habitat for native and desired non-native wildlife and plant species.

e Mechanical vegetative treatments, excluding salvage harvest, may only occur where: d). The responsible
official determines that wildland fire use or prescribed fire would result in unreasonable risk to public safety
and structures, investments, or undesirable resource affects; and b). They maintain or restore water quality
needed to fully support beneficial uses and habitat for native and desired non-native fish species; or c).
They maintain or restore habitat for native and desired non-native wildlife and plant species.

*  Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: @). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or c). To addressimmediate response
situations where, if the action is not taken, unacceptable impacts to hydrologic, aguatic, riparian or
terrestrial resources, or health and safety, would result.

Guidedlines

*  Thefull range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize suppression
strategies or tactics that minimize impacts on aguatic, terrestrial, or watershed resources.

3.2—Active Restoration and Maintenance of Aquatic, Terrestrial, and Hydrologic Resour ces - This
prescription is designed to minimize temporary- and short-term risks and avoid long-term risks from management
actions to soil/hydrologic conditions and aguatic, botanical and terrestrial habitats. The objective of this
prescription is to actively restore or maintain conditions for TEPCS fish, wildlife, and botanical species, or 303(d)
impaired water bodies through a combination of management activities and natural processes. Management
activities used to achieve this objective include watershed restoration, noxious weed treatments, and vegetative
treatments that include prescribed fire, wildland fire use, and mechanical. Restoration isfocused on those
components of the ecosystem that are not functioning properly, or are outside the range of desired conditions,
while maintenance helps to preserve those components that are functioning properly.

Sandards

*  Management actions, including salvage harvest, may only degrade aquatic, terrestrial, and watershed
resource conditions in the temporary (up to 3 years) or short-term time periods, and must be designed to
avoid resource degradation in the long term (greater than 15 years).

¢ Vegetative restoration treatments, including mechanical, wildland fire use and prescribed fire, may only
occur where they: a). Maintain or restore water quality needed to fully support beneficial uses and habitat
for native and desired non-native fish species; or b). Maintain or restore habitat for native and desired non-
native wildlife and plant species; or c). Reduce risk of impacts from wildland fire to human life, structures,
and investments.

*  Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: @). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or ¢). To support aguatic, terrestrial,
and watershed restoration activities, or d). To address immediate response situations where, if the action is
not taken, unacceptable impacts to hydrologic, aguatic, riparian or terrestrial resources, or health and
safety, would result.
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Guidelines

«  Thefull range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize suppression
strategies or tactics that minimize impacts on agquatic, terrestrial, or watershed resources.

4.1a—Undeveloped Recreation: Maintain Inventoried Roadless Areas - This prescription applies to lands where
dispersed and undevel oped recreation uses are the primary emphasis. Providing dispersed recreation

opportunitiesin an inventoried roadless areais the primary objective. Both motorized and non-motorized

recreation opportunities may be provided. Other resource uses are allowed to the extent that they do not
compromise the roadless and undevel oped character of the IRA. The area has a predominantly natural-

appearing environment, with slight evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Species habitat and

recreational uses are generally compatible, although recreation uses may be adjusted to TEPCS species.

Sandards

. Management actions allowed in MPC 4.1a—including wildland fire use, prescribed fire, and special use
authorizations—must be designed and implemented in a manner that does not adversely compromise the
ared s roadless and undevel oped character in the temporary, short term, and long term. “Adversely
compromise” means an action that results in the reduction of roadless or undevel oped acres within any
specific IRA. Exceptionsto this standard are actions related to the 4.1a Roads standard and Fire guideline,
below.

. Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty.

Guiddlines

. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that
minimize impacts of suppression activities on the roadless or undevel oped character of the area.

4.1c —Undeveloped Recreation: Maintain Unroaded Character with Allowance for Restoration Activities- This
prescription applies to lands where dispersed recreation uses are the primary emphasis. Providing dispersed

recreation opportunitiesin an unroaded landscape is the predominant objective. Both motorized and non-

motorized recreation opportunities may be provided. Other resource uses are allowed to the extent that they do

not compromise ROS settings. The area has a predominantly natural-appearing environment, with slight

evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Species habitat and recreational uses are generally compatible,

although recreation uses may be adjusted to protect TEPCS species.

Sandards

. Management actions allowed in MPC 4.1c—including mechanical vegetation treatments, salvage harvest,
wildland fire use, prescribed fire, specia use authorizations, and road maintenance—must be designed and
implemented in a manner that would be consistent with the unroaded |andscape in the temporary, short
term, and long term. “Adversely compromise” means an action that resultsin the reduction of roadless or
undevel oped acres within any specific IRA. Exceptionsto this standard are actions related to the 4.1c
Roads standard and Fire guideline, below.

. Road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty.

. Outside IRAS, road construction and reconstruction may only occur where needed: a). To provide access
related to reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or ¢). To provide
transportation systems that support accomplishment of Management Area Recreation Resource
Opportunity Spectrum objectives.
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Guidelines

. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that
minimize impacts of suppression activities on the ROS settingsin the area.

4.2 —Roaded Recreation - This prescription applies to lands where dispersed and devel oped recreation uses are
the primary emphasis. A wide range of recreational activities and developments occurs. Facilities are
maintained, and both motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities may be provided. Multiple uses
such as timber harvest and grazing are allowed to the extent that they do not compromise recreation resource
objectives. Human use and presence are generally obvious. The area has a predominantly natural-appearing
environment, with moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Generally, amix of mechanical and

fire activities are used to treat vegetation to achieve desired conditions for recreation settings and

developments, and to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic vegetative damage or loss from insects, diseases, and

fire.

Sandards

. V egetation management actions—including wildland fire use, prescribed fire, and mechanical
treatments—may be used to maintain or restore desired vegetation and fuel conditions provided they do
not prevent achievement of recreation resource objectives.

Guidedlines

. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize strategies or
tactics that minimize impacts to recreation developments and investments.

5.1 —Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis within Forested L andscapes - This prescription applies to lands
that are predominantly (> 50%) forested. Emphasisis on restoring or maintaining vegetation within desired
conditions in order to provide a diversity of habitats, reduced risk from disturbance events, and sustainable
resources for human use.  Commaodity production is an outcome of restoring or maintaining the resilience of
forested vegetation to disturbance events; achievement of timber growth and yield is not the primary purpose.

The full range of treatment activities may be used. Restoration occurs through management activities and

natural processes. Combinations of mechanical and fire treatments are used to restore forested areas while
maintaining or improving resources such as soils, water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation settings.
Therisk of temporary and short-term degradation to the environment is minimized, but impacts may occur within
acceptable limits as resources are managed to achieve long-term goals and objectives.

Guidedlines

. The full range of treatment activities may be used to restore and maintain desired vegetation and fuel
conditions. The available vegetation treatment activities include wildland fire use. Salvage harvest may
also occur.

. Road construction and reconstruction may occur where needed: @). To provide access related to reserved
or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or ¢). To achieve restoration and
maintenance objectives for vegetation, water quality, aquatic habitat, or terrestrial habitat, or d). To
support management actions taken to reduce wildfire risks in wildland-urban interface areas; or €). To meet
access and travel management objectives.

«  Thefull range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that

minimize impacts to habitats, developments, and investments.
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5.2 — Commodity Production Emphasiswithin Forested L andscapes - This prescription applies to lands that are
predominantly forested. Emphasisis on achieving sustainable resource conditions that support commodity

outputs, particularly timber production in forested settings, and forage production in non-forested settings.
Management activities are also designed to maintain and restore forest ecosystem health to reduce potential for
long-term impacts from uncharacteristic disturbance events. Goods and services are provided within the

productive capacity of the land, and may or may not fully meet demand. Mitigation activities are an important
element of project design. Forested landscapes range in appearance from near natural to altered where

management activities are evident.

Sandards

e  Wildland fire useis prohibited.
Guidelines

e Prescribed fire may be used to: @). Maintain or restore desired vegetative conditions on unsuited
timberlands; or b). Maintain or restore desired fuel conditions for all vegetation types; or c). Maintain
desired vegetative conditions on suited timberlands within PV Gs 2 through 10.

«  Thefull range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that
minimize impacts to developments and investments.

6.1 — Restoration and Maintenance Emphasis within Shrubland and Grassland L andscapes - This prescription
applies to lands that are predominantly (> 50%) shrubland and grassland. Emphasisison restoring and

maintaining. vegetation within desired conditionsin order to provide a diversity of habitats, reduced risk from
disturbance events, and sustainable resources for human use. The full range of treatment activities may be

used. Restoration occurs through management activities and natural processes. Combinations of mechanical

and fire treatments are used to restore shrubland and grassand areas while maintaining or improving resources

such as soils, water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation settings. The risk of temporary and short-

term degrading effects to the environment are minimized, but impacts may occur within acceptable limits as

resources are managed to achieve long-term goals and objectives.

Guiddlines

. The full range of treatment activities may be used to restore and maintain desired vegetation and fuel
conditions. The available vegetation treatment activitiesinclude wildland fire use. Salvage harvest
may also occur.

. Road construction and reconstruction may occur where needed: @). To provide access related to
reserved or outstanding rights, or b). To respond to statute or treaty, or c). To achieve restoration and
mai ntenance objectives for vegetation, water quality, aguatic habitat, or terrestrial habitat, or d). To
support management actions taken to reduce wildfire risks in wildland-urban interface areas; or €). To
meet access and travel management objectives.

. The full range of fire suppression strategies may be used to suppress wildfires. Emphasize tactics that
minimize impacts to habitats, developments, and investments.

ATTACHMENT #8
Comparison Demonstrating I ncreasing Flexibility by MPC Risk Category

The following is an example of how MPC direction becomes more flexible, resulting in increased potential of

adverse effectsto listed fish species by MPC risk classin relation to allowances for mechanical vegetation
treatment:
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Low Risk style MPC Sandard - For MPC 3.1, mechanical vegetative treatments, excluding
salvage harvest, may only occur where: @) The responsible official determines that wildland
fire use or prescribed fire would result in unreasonable risk to public safety and structures,
investments, or undesirable resource affects; and, b) They maintain or restore water quality
needed to fully support beneficial uses and habitat for native and desired non-native fish
species; or ¢) They maintain or restore habitat for native and desired non-native wildlife and
plant species.

Moderate Risk style MPC Sandard - For MPC 3.2, vegetative restoration treatments,
including mechanical, wildland fire use and prescribed fire, may only occur where they: a)
Maintain or restore water quality needed to fully support beneficial uses and habitat for native
and desired non-native fish species; or b) Maintain or restore habitat for native and desired
non-native wildlife and plant species; or ¢) Reduce risk of impacts from wildland fire to human
life, structures, and investments.

High Risk style MPC Standard - For MPC 4.2, vegetation management actions, including
wildland fire use, prescribed fire, and mechanical treatments may be used to maintain or
restore desired vegetation and fuel conditions provided they do not prevent achievement of
recreation resource objectives.
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ATTACHMENT #9
Risk Associated with Predicted Level of Activity
(Excerpted from LRMP BA, Chapter VI [USDA 2003€])

For this assessment, risks and threats have been assessed further at the subbasin scale. Risks are based on the
potential amount of activity, while threats are associated with typical effects associated with an activity after
application of forest-wide and MPC management direction. A more detailed discussion of how risks and threats
are addressed can be found in the methodology (BA, Chapter VI, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Effects Approach
and Methodology).

A. Rangeland Resour ces

Forest-wide and MPC management direction provide a high level of protection to listed fish species and critical
habitat. However, some threats still remain to listed fish and their proposed or designated critical habitat. These
include threats from disturbance and localized impacts to riparian vegetation, stream banks, channel width, and
pools (BA, Chapter VI, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Reduction in Threats — Forestwide and MPC Direction).

There are generally three accepted grazing principles that affect plant physiology and succession. They are
grazing frequency, intensity, and timing. Therefore, plant physiology, ecology, and response to grazing are key
aspects to determining the effects of livestock grazing on rangeland vegetation and therefore on listed fish
species and critical habitat. The two grazing management approaches group MPCs with similar management
direction for these three livestock grazing principles as follows.

MPCswhere Livestock Grazing is Limited (MPCs: 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.3) - In general, these MPCs are
more constraining on the timing, frequency, and intensity of livestock use thereby affording more

temporary and short-term threat reduction in moving the rangeland vegetation towardsits HRV. Thereis

less temporary or short-term risk of loss of vegetation, soil compaction, sedimentation, nutrient loading,

loss of bank stability, and loss or disturbance of aquatic habitat. Also, the rate of recovery for vegetation,

soil, watershed concerns, riparian resources, and aquatic habitat and subpopulations would be quicker.

MPCs where Livestock Grazing Management Practices are more Balanced (MPCs 4.1, 4.2,5.1, 5.2, 6.1,
6.2)- In general, these MPCs are less constraining on the timing, frequency, and intensity of livestock use
thereby increasing temporary and short-term threats in moving the rangeland vegetation towards its HRV .
There are more temporary and short-term risks of 10ss of vegetation, soil compaction, sedimentation,
nutrient loading, loss of bank stability and loss or disturbance of aguatic habitat. Also, the rate of recovery
for vegetation, soil, watershed concerns, riparian resources, and aquatic habitat and subpopulationsis not
expected to occur as quick as it would be for the limited approach.

These two grazing management systems have differing temporary and short-term threats based on their effects
of grazing on rangeland vegetation and riparian functions and ecological processes. If the rangeland vegetation
is managed toward the historical range of variability, it should provide favorable conditions for most hydrologic
and watershed processes. With the addition of proper timing of grazing seasons and managing livestock to
protect stream banks and other riparian components, unfavorable conditions to aquatic resources can be kept to
an acceptable minimum. Short-term recovery usually occurs only through implementation of limited
management grazing direction. Both limited and balanced grazing direction will provide for long-term recovery,
however, limited grazing direction should provide for a higher degree of long-term recovery.

Subbasins that have the highest potential for threats from grazing based on suitable acresand a

mgority in a*“baanced’ grazing system include: Brownlee Reservoir, Payette, Boise-Mores,

Middle Fork Payette, South Fork Payette, N.F/Middle Fork Boise, South Fork Boise, Weiser,

and Little Sdmon River. Subbasinsthat have lower potentid for grazing threats based on suitable

acres and amgority in “limited” grazing include: Hell Canyon, North Fork Payette, Lower Samon,
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South Fork Samon, Upper Sdmon, Middle Sdmon Chamberlain, Lower Middle Fork Samon,
and Upper Middle Fork Samon.

B. Recreation Resour ces

Across the Ecogroup recregtion use is likely to increase, due largdly to expanding population bases.
Management actions linked to overlying MPCs would likely only shift the distribution of recregtion
pressure and usage. Although the extent and locations of these resultant shifts are difficult to predict
due to the highly variable nature of the factors that affect these shifts, some shifts are evident.
Subbasins that have the most road miles accessible to the public would probably present somewhat
higher levels of motorized recreation opportunity and use, but would also alow greater dispersd of
recregtion use. In contrast, subbasins with the fewest open road miles would tend to further
concentrate use within existing recreetion corridors and areas immediately adjacent to them.

Recreation impacts vary between subbasins. Four metrics were examined across the lands
adminigtered within the Ecogroup to look at potentia impacts from recreationa activities. These
metrics included: (1) the number and type of recreationd sites within RCAS;, (2) the number of
more impactive recreationd gtes, (3) the dengity of trallswithin RCAs, and (4) the dengity of roads
within RCAs. It was assumed that as recreationd facilities and trails within RCAs increese, the
potentia for impacts to aguatic and riparian resources would dso increase. Information on the
number of dispersed recreetion Sites was not available across the Ecogroup. Road density within
RCAswasingtead used as a coursefilter for dispersed Sites. 1t was assumed with more roads in
RCAs, there would be more dispersed sites and unauthorized trails.

It should be recognized thet thisis a coarse assessment of the leve of recreationd activity. Itisfully
redized that individud recregtiona Stes or activities that have sgnificant effectsto listed fish pecies
and critica habitat occur in the moderate and low activity subbasins. This categorization also does
not take into account recreationa activities on other private, sate, or federal lands within each
subbasin. These activities will be considered with other actions in the cumulative effects.

Table 1. Existing Recreational Use In Each Subbasin By Level Of Activity

High Activity Subbasins

M oder ate Activity Subbasins

L ow Activity Subbasins

Big Wood River Brownlee Reservoir C.J. Strike Reservoir
Boise-Morees Lake Wal cott Camas Creek
Middle Fork Payette Little Salmon River Curlew Valley
Middle Snake Little Wood River Goose Creek
North/Middle Fork Boise Lower Middle Fork Salmon Hells Canyon
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High Activity Subbasins

M oder ate Activity Subbasins

Low Activity Subbasins

North Fork Payette

L ower Salmon

Lower Boise

South Fork Boise

Middle Salmon-Chamberlain

Northern Great Salt Lake

South Fork Payette Payette Samon Falls Creek
South Fork Salmon Raft River Upper Middle Fork Salmon
Upper Salmon Weiser River

* Subbasinsin bold are accesible to anadromous fish.

Table2. Metrics Used To Determine Levels Of Recreational Use

| Ty | oy
Subbasins!
Avg. # Recreation Sitesin RCAs 13 4 <1
Avg. # Large? Recreation Sitesin RCAs 5 2 <1
Avg. Density Trailsin RCAs (mi./sg.mi.) 1.04 0.54 0.36
Avg. Density Roads in RCAs (mi./sg.mi.) 3.98 477 248

L values represent the average number of units from subbasin risk categoriesin Table 1.
2 Large recreation sites are defined as campgrounds, resorts, organizational camps, etc.

C. Threshold of Concern (Includes Timberland/Vegetation Resour cesRoads/Fire Use
Related Activities)

Cumulative watershed effects (CWE) may have severe impacts on the condition of aguatic and
associated surrounding terrestrial ecosystemns (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997, Reid 1993). Aquatic
systems and associated water qudity are easlly affected by management activities on surrounding
lands (Spence et d. 1996, Reeves et d. 1995, Reid 1993, Megahan et a. 1992). For these
reasons, RCAs receive specid management direction (refer to Forest Plan Appendix B and
Chapter 111, Description of the Federal Action, ACS Component 3, Riparian Conservation
Areas and Chapter V1, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Aquatic Conservation Srategy Role in
Addressing Threats to Listed Fish Species of this BA) that grestly reduces the potentia for direct
impacts from those activities. CWE are those impacts accruing from more than one activity (direct
effect within or adjacent to RCAs and/or indirect and dispersed updope from RCAS). They can
occur because of asingle type of influence on an environmenta parameter, complementary
influences, cascading influences, and interdependent influences (Reid 1993). Some of the kinds of
CWE that may occur in aguatic systems as aresult of cumulative watershed disturbances include:
sedimentation, gravel embeddedness, poal filling, aggradation, bank cutting, down cutting, scouring,
canopy reduction, temperature dterations, changes in peak flows, loss of agquatic habitat
(spawning/rearing and overwintering), changes in species composition, decrease in sStream
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biodiversity, etc. (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997, Spence et d. 1996 and Reid 1993).

While CWE can occur and may be detected at multiple scales, they are most discernable a the site
and fine-scale where they occur.  Sedimentation due to high densities of roadsin RCAs or loss of
large woody debris from extensve harvest within RCAsis detectable at the Ste and fine-scde.
Effects a larger scaes become increasingly diluted from the contribution from alarger drainage
area. Thisiswhy most CWE for site-specific project proposals in the Ecogroup Forests are
anadyzed at finer scales, such asthose used for the Matrix of Pathways and Watershed Condition
Indicators described in detail in Appendix B of the Forest Plans. At the Site-specific project scae,
the Ecogroup Forests assess CWE and modify proposed actions to reduce negetive effects
associated with listed and non-listed fish species, their habitats, and other SWRA resources. CWE
may be analyzed at larger scales but proposed activities are only congtrained &t the Ste-specific
project proposal.

For Forest Plan Revision (alarge mid-scade programmatic plan), a CWE method was needed that
integrated with the Forest Vegetation Modd (SPECTRUM) to assigt in identifying potentia
remaining threats associated with afull variety of forest vegetation management activities
(mechanica harvest, road and fire use related activities). The CWE method aso needed to be
reproducible over large areas, spatidly and tempordly adaptable, and consstent. While most
threats from each forest vegetation management activity (mechanica, roads and fire use) are
addressed by management direction (Forest-wide, MPC, etc.), they still pose cumulative
temporary and short-term risks to listed fish species and critical habitat for two reasons. First, as
more trestments are applied, more protective measures are needed to mitigate potentia negetive
effects. It isassumed that as more protective measures are applied, the more risk there is of
impacts from mitigation messures, or of impacts from mitigation measures not being implemented
correctly. Second, it is aso assumed that the more management activities applied to a specific
location, the more the risk there is of negative effects from those management disturbances,
regardless of mitigation measures.

This andlys's adapted a CWE accounting system described in (Menning et d 1996), as a method to
estimate (multiple subbasin-scale CWE, with effects averaged by two and five decada periods),
potential overall watershed response (watershed and riparian functions and ecologica processes)
from forest vegetation management activities (mechanicd, fire use, and road related activities)
associated with achieving the forest vegetation desired conditions. This system assgted in: (1)
spatidly digplaying CWE at the sub-basin-scae; (2) temporally displaying potentid effects
averaged by decade; (3) accounting quantitatively for potential levels of CWE (index of potentia
forest vegetation management intengity); and 4) identifying subbasins with high risks (Threshold of
Concern (TOC) exceedence — explained more fully below) from forest vegetation management
activities. The CWE method estimated the amount, type, and timing of forest vegetation
management activities for each subbasin.

This CWE method was designed to provide a screening tool for identifying subbasins with the
potentia for concentrated forest vegetation management activities and associated risks to listed fish
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gpecies, ther habitats, and other SWRA resources. The method is amilar (but less specificity
based on the large mid-scale programmatic nature of Forest Plan Revision) in concept to other
models such as the Equivaent Roaded Area (ERA), Equivaent Clearcut Area (ECA), BOISED
Sediment Yield Modd, and the Cumulative Watershed Effects Process for the State of 1daho.
These various model s have been used throughout the National Forests (at finer scales) and are
gmilar in that they account for a variety of management activities corrdated to a common unit, and
measure effects from those activities on watershed functions and aguatic systems.

The CWE method incorporated and integrated the outputsactivities of the Forest Vegetation
Spectrum Modd (described in FEIS - Appendix B, “ Forest Vegetation Modeling Desired
Conditions’, and Chapter 3, Vegetation Diversity) and spatidly and temporaly displayed the
SPECTRUM outputs/activities at the subbasin scae using the RELM modd (described in FEIS -
Appendix B “Forest Vegetation Modding Desired Conditions’). The SPECTRUM mode
edimated the amount and timing of vegetation management activities based on acomplex data set,
including the eleven potentid vegetation groups (PVG), current vegetation conditions (early
successond, late serd, etc), MPC assignment, and desired conditions of forest vegetation. Arrays
of type and amount of forest vegetation management activities were then summed up by the
SPECTRUM modd per Forest and displayed as decadd averages. Thisleve of detail was not
sufficient to identify CWE at a patia scale and associated risks to listed fish species, their habitets,
and other SWRA resources. In order to improve the CWE method, the RELM mode was used to
gpatidly disaggregate the SPECTRUM outputs activities to individua subbasins over time. This
information was then averaged for the first two and the first five decades. These decadd averages
were used to coincide with the fish viability assessments a 15- and 50-year intervas. Average
decada amounts are assumed to provide good implementation estimates of the forest vegetation
resource programs. The RELM modd prorated the SPECTRUM outputs/activities to each
subbasin based on the individua subbasin’s PV Gs, current vegetation conditions (early
successiond, late serd etc), MPC assgnments, and desired conditions for forest vegetation.

A CWE methodology for the large mid-scae programmatic plan was developed that measured
each watershed-disturbing activity in a common currency - equivalent replacement trestment acres
(ERT). The disturbance associated with an acre of mechanically harvested clearcut served asthe
common denominator. This acre of mechanica clearcut harvest was given the unit of measure
ERT. All other forest vegetation management activities are measured in ERT units relative to one
ERT associated with one acre of mechanical clearcut. Each watershed-disturbing activity hasa
coefficient based upon the type of forest vegetation management activity. These coefficients were
developed based on the rdative differencesin basic eroson rates identified in the BOISED
Sediment Yidd - Usars Guide, and through persond communications with Charlie Luce, research
hydrologist, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Boise, Idaho. An acre of new road congruction is
identified as the most amount of disturbance per unit area compared to other forest vegetation
management actions (USDA Forest Service 1991). Within each subbasin, the total number of
acres and timing of forest vegetation management activities were determined. Next, the total acres
of each kind of activity were calculated by decade. This process was repeated for each activity in
asubbasn. These products were then summed and divided by the total number of acresina
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subbasin. The result was a net percent of ERT by decade (two and five decade averages) for each
subbagin.

This CWE method includes several components. First, as described above, is an assessment of
the ERT percentage for each subbasin from estimated forest vegetation management activities
associated with achieving desired conditions. Second, each subbasin is evauated based onits
susceptibility to disturbance from an accumulation of management activities using the composite
subbasin vulnerahility rating (high, moderate, and low), smilar to the subwatershed vulnerability
described in Appendix | of thisBA. Thisinherent sengtivity index was caculated based on the
individua prorating of the associated subwatershed vulnerability ratings within each subbasin.
Third, each subbasin has a determination of its relaive aquatic and water quality vaue (high,
moderate, and low) based on selected beneficid use parameters identified below that were dso
identified and described in Chapter 111, Description of the Federd Action, Aquatic Conservation
Strategy, Component 7, Subwater shed Restoration Type and Restoration Prioritization of this
BA.

Fourth, the subbasin’s vulnerability and, relative water quality and aguetic vaues were then
converted to one of three sengtivity classes that were assigned percent ERT thresholds per decade.
The sengtivity class vaues for the subbasins are as follows: senstivity class| = 6 percent ERT,
sengtivity class 1l = 8 percent ERT, and sengitivity class 111 = 13 percent ERT (see criteria
identified later in this document). For example, if asubbasin is 500,000 acresin Sze, with a
sendgitivity class of 6 percent, an estimated 30,000 (500,000 x .06) ERT acres/decade of
vegetation management disturbance may occur without sgnificant CWE.

Criteria used to determine a subwatersheds sensitivity class percent ERT value:

Sensitivity Class | percent ERT value of 6.00 percent

a ACS priority subwatersheds
b. TMDL’ s within subwatershed
C. Strong populations of bull trout or anadromous (not including migratory habitat for bull trout

or anadromous) and isolated local populations of bull trout within the subwatershed.

Sensitivity Class |1 percent ERT value of 8.00 percent

a Designated Critical Habitat of Sockeye and Chinook salmon within subwatershed
b. Presence of any listed fish species (including migratory)

C. Presence of listed 303(d) water quality limited water bodies

d High subwatershed vulnerability rating

Sensitivity 111 Class percent ERT value of 13.0 percent

a All remaining subwatersheds

These ERT acres would be an accumulation of avariety of vegetation management activities

(mechanical harvest, fire use, and road related activities) throughout the subbasin. A subbasin with a

low vulnerahility rating, and alow water qudity and aquetic value or asengtivity class|ll, may have a

higher percent ERT threshold of 13 percent. In other words, because the subbasin isrelatively resistant
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to disturbance and has lower water qudity and aquatic vaues, more land can be disturbed without
exceeding the ERT percent threshold. In contrast, a subbasin with high vulnerability and high water
quaity and aquatic vaues is assigned a percent ERT of 6 percent. Asasubbasin’s sengtivity class
ERT percent threshold is approached or exceeded, the risk of negative effectsto listed fish species,
their habitats, and other SWRA resourcesincreases. The Threshold of Concern (TOC) isused to
represent the percent of the sengtivity class s ERT percent that is consumed. In the above example, a
50 percent TOC represents 15,000 ERT acres consumed or one-hdf of the sengitivity class vaue,
equaing 3 percent ERT for the subbasin.

Fifth, the CWE method caculated the TOC (percent ERT consumed for the subbasin) for each
subbasin as aresult of the forest vegetation management activities for both the two and five decada
averages. In other words, a subbasin with a sengitivity class| (6 percent ERT) may have been
determined to have a 50 percent TOC (or 3 percent subbasin ERT) for the two decada average and
30 percent TOC (or 1.8 percent subbasin ERT) for the five decada average, equating to alow risk of
negative impacts to listed fish species, their habitats, and other SWRA resources for both the two and
five decadd averages. In contrast, a subbasin with a sengtivity class| (6 percent ERT) may have been
determined to have a 150 percent TOC (or 9 percent subbasin ERT) for the two decadal average and
60 percent TOC (or 3.6 percent subbasin ERT) for the five decadal average. This equatesto a high
risk of negative impacts to listed fish species, their habitats, and other SWRA resources for the two
decadal average and alowering to alow to moderate risk for the five decadd average. Sixth, the
CWE associated with the forest vegetation management activities and their associated TOC vaues and
associated riskg'threats are further described for each subbasin in Chapter V1, Fisheries, Effects
Analysis, Reduction in Threats, MA — Direction, Individual Subbasin Analyses of the BA.

As a quantitative accounting method, the CWE method was used to determine additiond risk or effect
from amix of forest vegetation management outputs/activities over two time spans for multiple subbasin
asif the Federd Action wereimplemented. Although the CWE method isimperfect, it is a useful
method for eva uating the effects for forest vegetation management strategies for anumber of reasons.
Firgt the CWE method provides a quantitative accounting and analysis process. The SPECTRUM and
RELM modds account for most of the forest vegetation management outputs/activities, and the outputs
can be used to edtimate relative riskgeffects digpersed in time and space. Second, the CWE issmilar
to the correlations with some ecological measures of instream effects (Spence et d. 1996, McGurk and
Fong 1995, Reid 1993). Third, there is some theoreticad bass for linking CWE to measures of
riskgeffects. Fourth, the CWE methodology has greater consderations of the affects of fire use than
do other modds and is similar to other commonly used modes used at finer scdes. Fifth, for thissze
andysis (alarge mid-scae programmatic plan, other assessments were either agreat ded coarser (no
gpatid or tempora scae) or non-existent.

For alist of assumptions related to the CWE model, see page V1-166 of the LMRP BA. The following
discussion explains how levels of risk for TOC was applied to each subbasin.

The Forest-wide management direction provides a high degree of protection to soil-hydrologic

conditions, riparian functions and ecologica processes, and aquatic habitats from management actions

associated with timberland resources, forest vegetation management and related road and fire use
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management (refer to BA, Chapter 111, Description of the Federd Action, The Federal Action and its
Relationship to Factors of Decline for list Fish Species and Long-Term ACS, ACS Component 4,
Direction Common to All Resources, Timberland/ Vegetation Resources (and Road and Fire Use
Related Activities), Facilities/Roads). In particular, TEPC Standards 1, 4, and 6, TEPC Guiddine 1,
and SWRA Standards 1 and 4 greatly reduce the potentia for negative effects.

The lack of suited timber base in either RCAs or High Hazard Landdide Prone areas further reduces
the risk of management actions contributing to any negative effectsto listed fish and criticd habitat. The
MPCsthat alow for suited timber base (4.2, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1, and 6.2) have the highest potential for
mechanica harvest and road congtruction and therefore a higher potentid for negative effectsto listed
fish species, their habitats, and other SWRA resources. MPC 3.2 and MPC 4.1c (outside of the
inventoried roadless area) do not have any suited timber base but alow for some mechanica vegetation
thinning and fire use, and therefore have low potentia for negative effects. Other MPCs without any
suited timber base (1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1a, 4.1b, 4.1c insde inventoried roadless areas, and 4.3)
have none to very low potentid for negative effects listed fish species, their habitats, and other SWRA
resources.

Additiond discussion on the acreage of suited timber base within each subbasin will dso be used for
effectsdiscussons. Thisisimportant in that Thresholds of Concern (TOCs) may be Smilar anong
subbasins but the acreage of suited timber base may vary significantly. 1n one subbasin the TOC may
be the result of mostly mechanical harvest on suited timber base and related road activities. In another
subbasin the percent of TOC consumed may be the result of reintroduction of fire to reduce fuels and
lessen the vegetation dendty, which requires no related road activities.

Desired condition for forest vegetation in the Federa Action moves vegetation toward the historical
range of variability to ensure resilient ecosystems using a variety of management actions or vegetation
manipulation tools (refer to FEIS Appendix B, Forested Vegetation Analyss Process, for amore
complete description). Subbasins with less than 100 percent TOC represent alow risk to listed fish
gpecies and criticd habitat. The amounts of forest vegetation management activities are assmilated
within the subbasin with very low risks for negative effects. The dternatives and subbasinsthat are
approaching or exceeding 100 percent TOC would have an increasing concern for temporary and
short-term risks to listed fish species, their habitats and other SWRA resources. These potentia risks
would be mitigated grestly by management requirements designed into the Federd Action; however,
potentia concerns of riskswould Hill exist and vary by subbasin.

D. Fire Management

Opinions on impacts from wildfire and management treatments to limit the severity of wildfire are
diverse. Some believe that large, severe wildfires pose additiona risks to threatened species, and
therefore, an aggressive program of active management is needed to reduce those risks (Williams 1998,
Babbitt 1999 Haftl 1999, Snyder, 2001). Others have argued that populations are resilient enough to
withstand wildfire effects and those management actions to reduce wildfire threats pose even a greater

Attachments - Page - 39



risk than the wildfire itsalf (Anderson 1998, DdlaSda and Frost 2001). The effects of wildfires are
complex and contingent on avariety of factors. Thisiswhy vegetation management to reduce wildfire
risksis complex and controversid.

The following is intended to provide the basis for the effects methodology and assumptions made.

The Spectrum modd analysis provided only a generd assessment of potentid risks and threats from fire
management activities a the subbasin scde. It was not detailed enough to evauate potentia
riskg'threats at the subwatershed scale. Therefore, mechanica and fire use, based on MPCs, were
ingtead used to eva uate risks from management activities.

Because lethd fires occurring within highly vulnerable subwatersheds can be detrimenta to listed fish
gpecies, risks from uncharacterigticdly lethd fireswill be tracked in thisanalyss. Potentid threets to
listed fish species and criticad habitat were andlyzed by comparing the MPCs (3.2, 4.1 ¢, 4.2,4.3,5.1,
5.2, 6.1, and 6.2) that have a high emphasis and more tools available to treat subwatersheds with high
and extreme risks from uncharacteristic wildfireto MPCs (1.1, 1.2, 2.0, 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1a, and 4.1b)
that have alimited emphasis and fewer tools. Acres of high treatment emphasis were compared to
acres of limited treatment emphasis for each subbasin.

High and limited emphasis MPCs in subwatersheds with high and extreme risk from uncharacteristic
wildfire were al'so overlaid with the population status (e.g., strong, depressed, and isolated local
population) of bull and steelhead trout and chinook salmon. This was done to evauate the risks and or
benefits from management trestments. It also assessed the risks from limited trestments that would
maintain a high risk from uncharacterigtic wildfires.

Limited treatment MPCs were further evaluated by comparing the acres of MPC (2.1, 2.2, and 3.1)
that alowed fire and mechanica treatments vs. the MPCs (1.1, 1.2, 4.1a, and 4.1b) that only dlow
prescribed fire. Although management direction would help to minimize many effects, it’s believed that
potentia impacts to listed fish species and criticd habitat are greatest where more intensive management
tools are applied.

Key Assumptions

Assumption 1 - Therisk of uncharacteristic wildfire in short-term is greater than the risk of mechanical and
prescribed fire to treat vegetation in some situation where depressed or isolated local fish populations are present.

The influence of fire on perastence of native sdmonid populationsis highly varigble. However, severd
elements gppear to be critica for populations to persist fire and other types of disturbances. Firs,
available evidence suggests fish populations are more likely to occur, and thus perss, in larger, less
isolated habitats (Dunham et d. 1997, Rieman and Mclintyre 1995, Dunham and Rieman 1999,
Dunham et a. 2002). Populations that occupy a grester number of watersheds are more likely to occur
in abroader divergity of habitat conditions alowing them to better survive disturbances. Second,
populations that have complex life histories provide tempord and spatia hedges againgt local extinction
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following catastrophic disruption. Third, in larger interconnected systems, fish popul ations gppear to be
more resilient to the effects of fire. Theimportance of connectivity was evident in sudies of sdlmonids
responses to fires that burned through two tributary streamsin the Boise River basin in the early 1990s
(Rieman et d. 1997). In one stream, aloca population of bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) was
probably extirpated, a least temporarily, following a severe burn and associated channel disturbances.
The population was reestablished within a year through spawning returns of migratory individuals that
were presumably outsde of the system during the fire and related disturbances. Findly, larger
populations are more likely to persist than smaler populations from disturbance events.

In watersheds where the threet of large firesis high, loca populations of senditive agquatic species may
be at risk because they are isolated or are very smdl (Kruse et d., 2001; Dunham et al., in press).
Fires burning over large areas are likdly to influence more habitats s multaneoudy, compromising the
spatiad and tempord diversty in habitat conditions and population dynamics believed to be important to
the stability and persistence of species and populations. Such effects might be particularly important
where populations and habitats are already degraded. Because many of the remnant populations of
fishes are dready depressed, small or isolated, they lack the resilience, diversity, or demographic
support to rebound from disturbance (Dunham et d., 1999; Rieman and Dunham, 2000; Dunham et d.,
thisissue). In some cases, loca extinctions have been observed in response to fire, particularly in areas
where populations of fishes have been isolated in smal headwater streams (Rieman et a. 1997).

The risk from large, uncharacteristic wildfires could lead to long-lasting effects that may further stress
isolated and depressed populations. It is believed that prescribe fire and select mechanica trestments
can reduce some of these threats. It isdso redized that past timber harvest activities have contributed
to degradation in aguatic ecosystems, and that emphasis on timber harvest and thinning to restore more
natura forests and fire regimes represents a threat of extending these problems. Our coarse assessment
of benefits from management treatments is not an endorsement of full-scale treetments, over thousands
of acres. At some point management actions would pose too grest of arisk to populations. Thisis
why careful analysis at the project scale will be required to determine the best course of actionin any
subwatershed. However, because many depressed populations lack the numbers to rebound quickly
and isolated populations lack the connectivity to re-colonize burned areas, some level of management
treatments, combined with other restoration, is appropriate to reduce fire risks in certain circumstance.
Brown et al., 2001; Rieman et d., in press have come to Smilar conclusions stating thet active
management to reduce the impact of fires and fire suppression actions could be an important short-term
conservation strategy. Medey and Thomas (2002) aso have concluded that reducing the threat of
uncharacterigtic wildfires could be critical to short-term surviva of some fish population.

Assumption 2 - The risks of mechanica and prescribed fire treatments are grester than the risk of
uncharacteristic wildfire where strong populations are present.

Strong populations are believed to retain many of the population characteristics and occupy watershed
with the habitat characterigtics to withstand the effects of large, uncharacteridtic fires. In particular,
strong populations generdly have good connectivity that alows them to re-colonize habitat that is
dtered from largefires. Many of the remaining strong populations within the Ecogroup aso occur in
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unroaded or lightly managed subwatersheds. It is assumed that threats from treatments in these areas
may be too greet to the last remaining strongholds, even with following forest-plan management
direction. Attemptsto minimizethe risk of large fires by expanding timber harvest, risks expanding the
well-established negative effects on aguatic systems. The perpetuation or expansion of existing road
networks and other activities can erode the ability of populations to respond to the effects of fire and
large storms and other disturbances that we cannot predict or control (Nationa Research Council
1996). Our assumptions should not be interpreted as an endorsement of no treatmentsin stronghold
subwatersheds. Certain circumstances may warrant limited treatments in specific areas. Thisisagain
why careful project level andysis will be required to determine the best coarse of action.

For this andysis the following set of assumptions were made:

1. Therisk of uncharacteristic wildfire in short-term is greater than the risk of mechanical and prescribed fire to
treat vegetation in some situation where depressed or isolated local fish populations are present.

Depressed and isolated populations could be vulnerable to the effects of intense or very large wildfires.
Risks of fire are likely most important for aquatic ecosystems that have been seriously degraded,
fragmented, and to species that have very specific habitat requirements.

2. Therisks of mechanical and prescribed fire treatments are greater than the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire

where strong populations are present. Watersheds that support healthy populations may be at greater risk

through disruption of watershed processes and degradation of habitats caused by intensive management

than through the effects of fire.

Short-term threats from treatments will be mitigated to the fullest extent possible.

4. If threats are too great to afish population, projects will be deferred until conditions that limit fish
populations are addressed.

5. Where treatments to reduce fire risk occur, temporary or short-term threats from treatments will be mitigated
to meet the intent of SWRA Standards 1 and 4. This mitigation may include completing needed aquatic
restoration prior to fire management treatments being implemented.

6. Thefewer management tools available to restore natural vegetative conditions, the greater the risk to
depressed and isolated local populations from uncharacteristic wildfire.

7. Itisrecognized that some depressed populations may be at more of arisk from uncharacteristic wildfire than
others due to local habitat conditions and populations characteristics. Thus not all depressed population
will be treated the same at the project level.

w

The following discusson explains how levels of risk for Fire Management were gpplied to each
subbasin.

The forest-wide management direction provides a high degree of protection to soil-hydrologic
conditions, riparian functions and ecological processes and aguetic habitats from management actions
associated with fire suppression and prescribed fire management (BA, Chapter VI, Fisheries, Effects
Analysis, Reduction in Threats - Forestwide and MPCDirection). However, some threats il
remain to listed fish pecies and their proposed or designated critical habitat. These include threats
from disturbance, riparian vegetation, water quality, watershed conditions, channe conditions and
flow/hydrology pathways (BA, Chapter V1, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Reduction in Threats -
Forestwide and MPCDirection).

It is assumed that potentia thrests from management activities are greatest in those subwatersheds with
ahigh risk from uncharacteristic wildfire and high emphass MPCs that require both mechanical and
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prescribed fire trestments, moderate in those subwatersheds with limited emphasis MPCs requiring
mechanica and fire treatments, and lowest in subwatersheds with limited emphasis MPCs requiring only
prescribed fire. However, it is recognized these effects are more complex than these genera
assumptions portray. Effects will vary as ste conditions change and with the intensity of each treatment.
For example, helicopter harvest to thin vegetation and reduce fire risk would create relaivey little risk
to listed fish species and critical habitat compared to harvest involving lots of roads and skid trails.

Based on our assumptions (BA, Chapter V1, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Effects Approach and
Methodol ogy), the presence of specific MPCsin any subbasin would determine relativerisk to listed
fish and critical habitat. Subbasinswith alarge percentage of 3.2, 4.1c, 4.2,4.3,5.1,5.2, 6.1, and 6.2
MPCsin subwatersheds a high risk from uncharacteristic wildfire are assumed to have more
management tools available to treat vegetation and thus more threats. Subbasins with MPCs 2.1 and
2.2 are consdered to have a moderate risk because treatments are constrained by other resource
objectives. Finally, MPCs1.1, 1.2, 3.1, 4.1a, and 4.1b are considered to represent the lowest risk
because of limited treatments (only prescribed fire) and other resource congraints (e.g., trestments
must minimize impacts to ORV's, RNAs, SWRA/TEPC resources, roadless aress, €ic.).

Subbasins with the greatest potentid for management related threets from prescribed fire and thinning
(large number of subwatersheds at high risk from uncharacterigtic wildfire and high emphassto treat
risk) in the Ecogroup include the South Fork Boise, North Fork/Middle Fork Boise, Boise-Mores,
Middle Fork Payette, Payette, Weiser, Brownlee Reservoir, Lower Salmon, and South Fork
Salmon. Subbasins where thereisalow threat from management related actions include Hells
Canyon, South Fork Payette, Little Salmon River, and Middle Salmon-Chamberlain. Subbasns
where there are no subwatersheds a risk from uncharacteritic wildfires and thus no management
related threats include the North Fork Payette, Lower Middle Fork Samon, Upper Middle Fork
Salmon, and Upper Salmon.

Additiond Standards and Guiddines for mechanica treatments are discussed under the Timberland
Resources and V egetation section.

E. Non-native plants

Threats from noxious weeds trestments would most likely occur in those subbasins with extensive
amounts of trails, roads, and other forest facilities (typicaly MPCs 3.2, 4.2, 4.3,5.1, 5.2, 6.1, 6.2).
This is because the more sources of exposure, the higher the likelihood of infestation and the better
access to detect and treet these infestations.  Subbasins with the potentia for more noxious weed
treatments include Boise-Mores, South Fork Boise, South Fork Payette, Middle Fork Payette River,
Payette River, North Fork Payette, Little Salmon, Brownlee Reservoir, and Weiser River. Subbasins
with large amounts of roadless and/or undesignated low road density areas (typicaly MPCs 1.1, 1.2,
21,22,24,31,4.13 4.1b, and 4.1c) are likely only have localized infestation associated with access
points. These subbasinsinclude Hells Canyon, North Fork/Middle Fork Boise, Upper Salmon,
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Upper Middle Fork Salmon, Lower Middle Fork Salmon, Middle Salmon Chamberlain, South
Fork Salmon River, and Lower Salmon River.

F. Minerals M anagement

The forest-wide management direction provides a high degree of protection to soil-hydrologic
conditions, riparian functions and ecological processes and aguetic habitats from management actions
associated with minerd activities (BA, Chapter VI, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Reduction in Threats
- Forestwide and MPC Direction). However, some threats il remain to listed fish and their
proposed or designated critical habitat. These include threats from disturbance, riparian vegetation,
water quality, watershed conditions, channel conditions and flow/hydrology pathways (BA, Chapter
V1, Fisheries, Effects Analysis, Reduction in Threats - Forestwide and MPC Direction). Threats
would be most pronounced where the Forest Service has limited authority to regulate mining activities.

Mining impacts vary between subbasins. The following subbasins are expected to have a high potentia
for continued mining activity and threats described in BA, Chapter VI, Fisheries, Effects Analysis,
Reduction in Threats - Forestwide and MPC Direction due to minerd deposits. These subbasins
include: South Fork and Middle Fork Boise River, Mores Creek, South Fork Payette River, South
Fork Salmon River, Lower Middle Fork Salmon, and Middle Salmon-Chamberlain. Inthese
subbasins on-going mining activities will continue to be reviewed and additiona mitigation measures
implemented through Site-specific consultations.

G. SWRA Restoration

The degree that MPCs emphasized restoration or conservation was centra to anayzing the benefits of
restoration or threats from the lack of restoration. The number of subwatersheds recommended as high
priority by WARS for active and passive restoration, and conservation were compared to the MPC
assignments in each subbasin.

Subwatersheds where active restoration was recommended by WARS and a 3.2 MPC were
congdered to provide the appropriate type of restoration. Thisis because a 3.2 MPC emphasizes
active restoration of degraded aguetic, terrestria and watershed conditions. Subwatersheds where
active restoration recommended by WARS and a 5.2 MPC was assigned, were consdered to not
provide the appropriate restoration priority or emphasis for aguatic resources. A 5.2 MPC does not
prohibit aguatic restoration, but emphasizes commodity production. Restoration opportunities could
gtill occur in these areas, but would be more dependent project mitigation and funding on timber
generated funds (K-V). Other MPCs that were considered to not provide the appropriate emphasis
for aquatic restoration include: 4.2, 4.3,5.1, 6.1, and 6.2.

In subwatersheds where the aguatic restoration emphasis was lower, the risk to listed fish species was
congdered higher because problem culverts, roads, etc., would not be immediately addressed. This
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could lead to a higher risk of failure and more impacts to aguatic species, especidly in subwatersheds
that are dready in apoor condition. The implications from the lack of active restoration would vary
with the current status of each fish population that occupied that subwatershed. Depressed populations
could be placed at grester risk of extinction, while stronghold populations could become depressed.

Subwatersheds designated as an ACS priority were considered a high priority for aquatic restoration or
conservation regardless of the MPC designation. It was assumed in subwatersheds with a moderate or
low aguatic restoration emphasi's MPCs that the ACS designation would result in more aguetic
restoration or conservation being completed. However, the ACS designation would not necessarily
implement the appropriate type of restoration recommended by WARS. For example, WARS may
recommend active restoration, but the MPC may only alow passve restoration or conservation.
Restoration in ACS subwatersheds with moderate or low aguetic restoration emphasis MPCs would
aso have to compete more with other resource priorities. This may make it harder for the completion
of al immediate restoration priorities. It isassumed, however, that enough restoration would be
completed so current conditions would be either maintained or dowly trend toward recovery.

For this andysis the following set of assumptions were made:

1 Restoration would occur at alevel that is consistent with MPC and ACS designations.
2. Restoration would occur first in the ACS priority subwatersheds in each subbasin.
3. At least two to five ACS priority subwatersheds per subbasin would have all needed restoration

activities completed over the life of the plan.

In the subbasin andysis, risk from lack of restoration was based on how well emphass provided by the
assgned MPC met the WARS recommended restoration emphasis (active, passive, or conservation).
Where there was a high degree of corrdation (i.e. >67% good matches, subbasin MPC emphasis
matched WARS emphasis), risk associated with lack of needed restoration was low; where moderate
correlation (i.e. 34-64% good matches), risk was moderate, etc.
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ATTACHMENT #10
Consistency with the Final Basin-wide Salmon Recovery Strategy

On December 21, 2000, the federd government released the final version of a comprehensive,
long-term Strategy to restore threatened and endangered sdlmon and steelhead throughout the
Columbia-Snake River Basin of the Pacific Northwest (Federd Caucus 2000). This strategy outlines
gpecific actions to be taken by the federa government, and proposes additiond actionsfor tribd, state
and loca governments, which together will prevent extinction of these species and lead to their ultimate
recovery. Itshiologicd gods are to hdt the decline in sdmon populations within five to ten years, and
edtablish increasing trends in abundance within 25 years.

The USFS and the BLM manage over 60 percent of the currently accessible spawning and rearing
habitat for anadromous fish in the Columbia River Basin, located in the upper and mid-devation
portions of tributary aress. Federd Land Managers are committed to maintaining existing high quality
habitat and as funding becomes available restoring degraded habitat. Federa Lands have the potentia
to provide a strong foundation for salmon recovery with the Columbia River Basin.

To help protect and recover Columbia-Snake River Basin ESA-listed salmon and steelhead, the USFS
and BLM made a series of commitments designed to maintain and restore tributary habitat on Federa
lands. Table 1 provides a crosswalk demongtrating how the proposed Revision for the Boise, Payette,
and Sawtooth Nationa Forest (Southwest Idaho Ecogroup [SWIE]) Land and Resource Management
Plans (LRMPs) addressed or considered each of these commitments.

After thorough review of the proposed action, it has been determined that the proposed action is
congstent with the specific commitments and primary objectives of the Basn-wide Samon Recovery
Strategy. The action as proposed contains e ements addressing each commitment made under the

strategy.
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Table 1. Crosswalk Demonstrating Where and How the SWIE LRMP Revision Addressed
USFSand BLM Commitments Made Under the Final Basin-wide Salmon Recovery Strategy.

USFS/BLM Commitment Examples of Where Addressed/Considered in LRMP Revision

1. Retain or recharter the [T or asimilar Chapter 1V of the LRMPs, which addresses plan implementation and

interagency team to aid in the transition
from interim aguatic management
strategies and products developed by the
IIT to the long-term ICBEMP direction.

monitoring, requires continued participation in the [T monitoring
effort to ensure compliance with broad-scale (e.g. PACFISH)
restoration and recovery efforts.

2. Strategically focus USFS and BLM
scarce restoration resources using broad-
scale agquatic/riparian restoration priorities
to first secure federally-owned aress of
high aguatic integrity and second, restore
out from that core, rebuilding connected
habitats that support spawning are
rearing.

WARS was designed to recognize the variability of natural systems
while: 1) securing existing habitats that support the strongest
populations of wide-ranging aquatic species and the highest native
diversity and geomorphic and water quality integrities; and, 2)
extending favorable conditions into adjacent subwatersheds to
create alarger and more contiguous network of suitable and
productive habitats; and, 3) restoring soil-hydrologic processes to
ensure favorable water quality conditions for aquatic, riparian, and
municipal beneficial uses that will contribute to the de-listing of
listed fish species and water quality limited waterbodies.

3. Ensure that land managers consider the
broad landscape context of site-specific
decisions on management activities by
requiring a hierarchically-linked approach
to analysis at different geographical

scales.

Although not including commitments or a schedule for completion
of subbasin assessments and watershed analysis, the USFS does
intend to participate in subbasin planning efforts (see 4 below) and
compl ete watershed analysis when warranted to drive project
decisions. The SWIE Matrix has been designed with direction that
calsfor use of the Matrix at multiple scales. For example, if
conditions are degraded at the subwatershed or watershed scale,
another Matrix will be completed at the next greater scale to get a
better assessment of the overall effect of the proposed project.
Organization of the WARS database will facilitate this analysis at
multiple scales, with the ability to evaluate data at the subbasin,
watershed, and subwatershed levels.

4. Cooperate with similar basin planning
processes sponsored by the NPPC, BPA
and other Federal agencies, states and
tribes to identify habitat restoration
opportunities and priorities. Integrate
information from these processes into
ICBEMP subbasin review when

appropriate.

- SWRA Obyj. 20 - Asrequested by the lead agency, coordinate data
exchange and provide review/input into subbasin planning efforts
undertaken by the State Office of Species Conservation, the
Northwest Power Planning Council, Tribes, and local watershed
advisory groups.
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USFS/BLM Commitment

Examples of Where Addressed/Considered in LRMP Revision

5. Consult with NOAA Fisheries and
FWS on land management plans and
actions that may affect listed fish species
following the Streamlined Consultation
Procedures for Section 7 of the ESA, July
1999.

- TEPC Obj. 6 - Develop an agreed upon process with NOAA
Fisheries and FWS for project-level consultation that addresses
multi-scale analyses and tracking environmental baselines.

- TEPC Sd. 1 - The Forest shall consult with the NOAA Fisheries
and FWS as needed, and appropriate, to comply with consultation
requirements under ESA and MSA.

- Although the LRMPs provide commitment to consult under an
agreed upon process, do not specifically reference Streamlined
Consultation Procedures. An assumption stated of the LRMP
Revision Opinion isthat Streamlining or asimilar agreed upon will
continue to apply.

6. Collaborate early and frequently with
states, tribes, local governments and
advisory councilsin land management
analyses and decisions.

- SWRA Obj. 10 - Coordinate with municipalities to ensure that
management actions are consistent with water quality requirements
within municipal watersheds.

- SWRA Obyj. 11 - Coordinate with state and local agencies and tribal
governments annually to limit or reduce degrading effects from
stocking programs on native and desired non-native fish and
aguatic species.

TEPC GL. 14 - For watersheds with listed aquatic species, essential
fish habitat, or designated critical habitat, transportation system
design criteriafor fish passage should be coordinated with NMFS
or FWS, as appropriate.

- Non-native Plants Obj. 3 - Develop strategic noxious weed
management plans for Coordinated Weed Management Areas.
Cooperate on aregular basis with federal agencies, tribal
governments, the State of 1daho, county weed organizations, state
and local highway departments, and private individuasin
establishing Coordinated Weed Management Area strategic
priorities, and locating/treating noxious weed species.

- Non-native Plants Obj. 4 - Coordinate with the Idaho Department
of Transportation and county officials to assist and promote
cooperative efforts to reduce introduction and spread of noxious
weeds.

- Fire Management Obj. 7 - Coordinate vegetation management
activities and partnership opportunities with local land managers
and owners for wildland fire suppression and use, and prescribed
fire.

- Range Obyj. 1 - Coordinate the design, update and/or revision of
Allotment Management Plans with adjacent landowners to maximize
opportunities and minimize potential conflicts in management.

- Minerals Obj. 4 - Coordinate and cooperate with other federal and
state agencies having authority or expertise in mineral-related
activities.
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USFS/BLM Commitment

Examples of Where Addressed/Considered in LRMP Revision

7. Cooperate with other federal agencies
(in particular NOAA Fisheries and FWS),
states, and tribes in the development of
recovery plans and conservation
strategies for listed and proposed fish
species. Require that land management
plans and activities be consistent with
approved recovery plans and
conservation strategies.

- TEPC Obj. 9 - Asfunding alows, implement restoration activities
in accordance with the current Watershed and Aquatic Recovery
Strategy (WARS) or Forest Service-approved portions of recovery
plansto: a). Restore listed fish species distribution, b). Restore
desired habitat conditions, c). Conserve genetic diversity, and d).
Provide for genetic exchange.

- TEPC Obj. 10 - Over the planning period, initiate habitat
restoration for at least two subpopulations of anadromous and two
populations of resident fish in each subbasin where these species
occur. Usethe current WARS, or Forest Service approved portions
of recovery plans, to assist in determining watershed priorities for
habitat restoration within a subbasin.

- TEPC Sd. 3 - Design and implement projects to meet the terms of
Forest Service approved portions of recovery plans. If arecovery
plan does not yet exist, use the best information available (for
example, BAs, BOs, letters of concurrence, Forest Service-approved
portions of Conservation Strategies) until arecovery plan iswritten
and approved.

- TEPC GL 4 - The Forest should cooperate with USFWS and
NOAA Fisheries, as appropriate, by providing information, data,
and assistance for the development of recovery plans for species
listed under the ESA.

8. Collaborate with other federal agencies,
states, tribes and local watershed groups
in the development of watershed plans for
both federal and non-federal lands and
cooperate in priority restoration projects
by providing technical assistance,
dissemination of information and
allocation of staff, equipment and funds.

- SWRA Obj. 20 - Asrequested by the lead agency, coordinate data
exchange and provide review/input into subbasin planning efforts
undertaken by the State Office of Species Conservation, the
Northwest Power Planning Council, Tribes, and local watershed
advisory groups.

See Collaboration examplesidentified under commitment #6.

9. Share information, technology and
expertise, and pool resources, in order to
make and implement better-informed
decisions related to ecosystems and
adaptive management across
jurisdictional boundaries.

- TEPC Obj. 1- Continue to map and update locations of species
occurrence and habitat for TEPC species during fine- or site/project-
scadeanayses. Incorporate information into a coordinated GIS
database and coordinate with the Idaho Conservation Data Center.

- TEPC Obj. 5 - Coordinate with research efforts for TEPC speciesto
determine basic life history requirements and potential effects from
management activities. Coordinate efforts and information with the
Idaho Conservation Data Center, universities, Forest Service
Research Stations, etc.

See Collaboration examples identified under commitment #6.

10. Collaborate with other federal
agencies, states and tribesto improve
integrated application of agency budgets
to maximize efficient use of funds towards
high priority restoration efforts on both
federal and non-federal lands.

- SWRA Objective 19 - Identify and capitalize on funding
opportunitiesto assist in the restoration of aguatic habitat and
watershed conditions important to the recovery of listed fish
species and de-listing of 303(d) impaired waterbodies. Examples of
potential funding sources include the State Clean Water Act 319
Funds, Federal Columbia River Power System Re-licensing funds,
and funds from the NPPC, public and private partnerships.
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11. Collaborate with other federal
agencies, states and tribes in monitoring
efforts to assessif habitat performance
measures and standards are being met.

- Miscellaneous direction involving coordination with State
Governments, other Federal Agencies, and Tribal Governments can
be found in but not limited to: TEPC Obj. 1 & 5; SWRA Obj. 10, 11,
& 20; SWRA GL 10; Non-native PlantsG 1 & 3, Obj. 2-4, GL 2 & 6;
Fire Mngmt. Obj. 7; Range Obj. 1; Minerals Obj. 4; Facilities/Roads
Obj. 5; Recreation Obj. 26, Stand. 1; and Tribal Obj. 1 & 4, Std. 3 & 4,
GL 3

- Social & Economic Goal 1 - Promote collaboration among federal,
state, county and tribal governments in land management planning,
implementation, and monitoring efforts to coordinate activities and
improve the effectivenessin delivery of government services.

12. Require that land management
decisions be made as part of an ongoing
process of planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluations. Incorporate
new knowledge into management through
adaptive management.

The Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) process was
developed to allow the LRMPs to adapt through time. If, for
instance, monitoring shows that a certain standard is not working,
or that anew guiddine is needed, these changes would be made
during the planning period with Forest Plan amendments. The
intent of future management is to use this continuous process to
planning, implementing, monitoring, evaluating, and incorporating
new knowledge into forest planning management strategies, for
adaptive management purposes.

13. Enhance the existing organizational
structure with an interagency basin-wide
coordinating group and a number of sub-
regiond interagency coordinating
communities. These coordinating groups
and committees will ensure the
implementation of ecosystem-based
management across Federal agencies
administrative boundaries, resolve
implementation issues, be responsible for
data management and monitoring, and
incorporate new information through
adaptive management.

- Miscellaneous direction involving coordination with State
Governments, other Federal Agencies, Tribal Governments,
Universities and advisory groups can be found in but not limited to:
TEPC Obj. 1 & 5; SWRA Obj. 10, 11, & 20; SWRA GL 10; Non-
native Plants G 1 & 3, Obj. 2-4, GL 2 & 6; Fire Mngmt. Obj. 7; Range
Obj. 1; Minerals Obj. 4; Facilities’'Roads Obj. 5; Recreation Obj. 26,
Stand. 1; and Tribal Obj. 1 & 4, Std. 3& 4, GL 3

- Social & Economic Goal 1 - Promote collaboration among federal,
state, county and tribal governments in land management planning,
implementation, and monitoring efforts to coordinate activities and
improve the effectivenessin delivery of government services.

- The CAP process, described above, will be used for adaptive
management purposes.

Key: G - Goal(s)
Obj. - Objective(s)
Std. - Standard(s)
GL - Guideline(s)
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